1  I  .  -  “ 

|pSo-fli43  734 
II  UNCLASSIFIE 

LAROSE  TC 
PROJECT  C 
ORLEANS  L 
D 

GOLDEN  MEADOW  LOUISIANA  HURRICANE  PROTECTION 
RAFT  SUPP.  .  <U>  ARMY  ENGINEER  DISTRICT  NEW 

A  JUN  34 

F/G  13/2 

"3 

NL 

■ 

1 

! 

^■i 

_ M 

■■n 

■m 

■■ 

t _ j 

microcopy  resolution  TEST  chart 

M"0Ml  BURW  OF  STANDARDS  ),6f  A 


/  ■  '■  ) 


KJl 

S  Army  Ccrp;. 
[Engineers 

^Orleans  District 


JUNE  1964 


jjjfuPPLEMENi  At 

■ttilVIRONML'NTAI.  :MPACT  statement 
^MiPRAFT  MITIGATiCN  JREPCftT 


'7'^ 


,,lF\ 

iSSlr  V  » •  'o>  ''FjS 

,  ifir  v  /<■■'?•’; w  >:* 

. vS^V  >  -  * /r'V  •/  «*ar-  7 

■*m/  \>  ^#1-  — ■/ 


j&JvV  - 

S&M'v 

V  VX  •-••: 


*  .  »>\  ■  </ 

...  V  •'  '»  y  / 

"V  •■  X 

.$*V 


^ 

-iff  4'  A-’#' 

V  /'■'  #■ 

/  V' 

■'  .  /* 


’  p 

/.,i-.r 

XII 

\fVv* ' 

'a-'  ...  x  -v  . 

-jr.'  *t  ,  f  M»  ,♦* 

'!.»<•-'  ,tr  / 

'•■  ,>-.V-L  C 


A' 

/*• *  t  / 

YircHMiCAi*  ms 


■  i  ^ 


•v  rfv/*  fc*'' 
'«  5-  ••. 


1  > 


»  r-  r  r 


w 

•  £  r'*  ^ 


*  *  f 


rnv 

»i  'll- 


£■;*■  HURRICA-'- 


(  **<»y 

r  *  >*»>  1 


APPENDIX  A 

NATURAL  RESOURCES 


VOLUME  2 


APPENDIX  A  - 
APPENDIX  B  - 

appendix  C  - 


NATURAL  RESOURCES 

CONSISTENCY  DETERMINATION 

LOUISIANA  COASTAL  ZONE  MANAGEMENT  PROGRAM 

DRAFT  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  COORDINATION  ACT  REPORT 


-  1  -  V  .  V  -  %  ■ 


TABLE  OF  CONTENTS 


SECTION 

PAGE 

A.l. 

List  of  Common  and  Scientific  Names  of 

Plants  and  Animals 

A-2 

A. 2. 

Endangered  and  Threatened  Species 

A-13 

A. 3. 

Methodology  for  Fishery  Impact  Analysis 

A-21 

A. 4. 

Methodology  for  Table  A. 4.1.,  Comparison 

of  Future-Without  Project  Habitat  Acreages 

to  Future  With-Project  Acreages 

A-28 

A. 5. 

State  Water  Quality  Certificate 

A-41 

A. 6. 

Archeology  Resources 

A-48 

A .  7 . 

Recreational  Resources 

A-55 

A. 8. 

Fur  Catch  and  Value 

A-62 

A. 9. 

Primary  Ambient  Air  Quality 

Standards 

A-63 

LAROSE  TO  GOLDEN  MEADOW  HURRICANE  PROTECTION  PROJECT 

APPENDIX  A 
NATURAL  RESOURCES 


This  appendix  contains  technical  Information  and  methodologies 
concerning  the  natural  resources  of  the  study  area.  The  appendix 
consists  of  nine  separate  sections.  Section  A.l  contains  an 
alphabetized  list  of  common  and  scientific  names  of  plants  and  animals 
discussed  in  the  report.  Section  A. 2  contains  the  correspondence  with 
the  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service 
concerning  endangered  and  threatened  species  which  might  occur  in  the 
study  area*  Section  A. 3  contains  the  methodology  used  to  determine 
future-with  and  future-without  project  for  fishery  production. 

Section  A. 4  contains  the  methodology  used  to  determine  future-with  and 
future-without  project  for  habitat  acreages.  Section  A. 5  contains  the 
State  of  Louisiana  Water  Quality  Certificate.  Section  A. 6  contains 
the  Archeological  Appendix  to  the  report.  Section  A. 7  contains  the 
Recreational  Appendix  to  the  report.  Section  A. 8  contains  a  table 
listing  fur  catch  and  value  by  marsh  type.  Section  A. 9  contains  a 


table  listing  Primary  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards  for  Louisiana. 


A.  1 


LIST  OF  COMMON  AND  SCIENTIFIC  NAMES  OF  PLANTS  AND  ANIMALS 


A. 1.1.  This  section  contains  an  alphabetized  list  (Table  A. 1.1.)  of  the 
common  names  of  plants  discussed  in  the  report  with  corresponding 
scientific  names.  The  list  is  taken  from  Montz  (1975  a,  1975  b, 

1981). 


TABLE  A. 1.1. 

LIST  OF  COMMON  AND  SCIENTIFIC  NAMES  OF  PLANTS 


Common  Name  Scientific  Name 


Baldcypress 

Bulltongue 

Bullwhip 

Crabgrass 

Cy perus 

Deer  pea 

Dwarf  spikerush 

Duckpotato 

Eastern  baccharis 

Floating  waterprimrose 

Giant  cutgrass 

Goldenrod 

Green  ash 

Hackberry 

Jointgrass 

Live  oak 

Marshelder 

Marsh  mallow 

Oystergrass 

Palmetto 

Red  maple 

Saltgrass 


Taxodium  distichum 
Saglttarla  falcata 
Scirpus  californicus 
Digitaria  spp. 

Cyperus  spp. 

Vigna  luteola 
Eleocharis  parvula 
Sagittaria  latifolia 
Baccharis  halimifolia 
Ludwigia  peploides 
Zizaniopsis  miliaceae 
Solidago  spp. 

Fraxinus  pennsylvanica 
Celtis  laevigata 
Paspalum  vaginatum 
Quercus  virginiana 
Iva  f rutescens 
Hibiscus  lasiocarpus 
Spartina  alterniflora 
Sabal  minor 
Acer  rub rum 
Distlchlis  spicata 


A  a 


TABLE  A. 1.1.  (CONTINUED) 


LIST  OF  COMMON  AND  SCIENTIFIC  NAMES  OF  PLANTS 


Common  Names 


Scientific  Names 


Saltmarsh  morning  glory 

Saltmarsh  pluchea 

Smartweed 

Southern  cattail 

Sweet gum 

Tupelogum 

Virginia  willow 

Walters  millet 

Waxmyrtle 

Wiregrass 


Ipomoea  sagittata 
Pluchea  purpurascens 
Polygonum  spp. 

Typha  domingensls 
Liquidambar  styracif lua 
Nyssa  aqua t lea 
Itea  virginlca 
Echinocloa  waiter! 
Myrica  cerifera 
Spartina  patens 


LITERATURE  CITED 


Montz,  G.N.  1975a.  Master  List  of  Herbs,  Fern  and  Fern  Allies,  and 
Vines  of  the  New  Orleans  District.  US  Army  Corps  of  Engineers, 
New  Orleans,  mimeograph  report,  72  pp. 

_ .  197  5b.  Master  List  of  Trees  and  Shrubs  of  the  New 

Orleans  District.  US  Array  Corps  of  Engineers,  New  Orleans, 
Mimeograph  report,  30  pp. 

_ .  1981.  Annotated  Checklist  of  Plants  on  the  Coastal 

Beaches,  Islands  and  Barrier  Islands  of  Louisiana.  US  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers,  New  Orleans,  Mimeograph  report,  43  pp. 

_ .  1981.  Annotated  Checklist  of  Plants  of  the  Atchafalaya 

and  Mississippi  River  Deltas.  US  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  New 
Orleans,  Mimeograph  report,  35  pp. 


A.  1.2.  LIST  OF  COMMON  AND  SCIENTIFIC  NAMES  OF  ANIMALS 

This  section  contains  an  alphabetized  list  (Table  A. 1.2.)  of  the 
common  names  of  animals  discussed  in  the  report  with  corresponding 
scientific  names.  The  following  taxonomic  sources  were  used:  Eddy 
and  Underhill  (1978);  Robins  (1980);  Pennak  (1978);  Lowery  (1974a); 
Lowery  (1974b);  and  Conant  (1975). 


TABLE  A. 1.2 


INVERTEBRATES 


Common  Name 

Scientific  Name 

Amph ipods 

h 

Araphipoda  1 

Blue  crabs 

Callinectes  sapidus 

Brown  shrimp 

Penaeus  aztecus 

Chironomids 

3/ 

Chironoraidae— ' 

Clams 

Pelecypoda-i^ 

Crawfish 

3/ 

As tacidae— ' 

Grass  shrimp 

4/ 

Palaemonetes— 

Isopods 

Isopodai/ 

Mysids 

Mysidacea^ 

Polychaete  worms 

Po lychaetai/ 

Tubificid  worms 

Tubificidae^ 

White  shrimp 

Penaeus  setiferus 

—  order 
2/ 

—  Suborder 

—  Family 

—  Gem  i 


TABLE  A. 1.2.  (CONT.) 


FISH 


Common  Name 


Scientific  Name 


Alligator  gar 
Atlantic  croaker 
Atlantic  threadfin 
Bay  anchovy 
Bay  whiff 
Bluegill 
Channel  catfish 
Freshwater  drum 
Gizzard  shad 
Golden  shiner 
Gulf  menhaden 

Hardhead  catfish  (sea  catfish) 

Largemouth  bass 

Largemouth  buffalo 

Longnose  gar 

Longnose  killifish 

Mosquitof ish 

Red  drum 

Sailfin  molly 

Sand  seatrout 

Sheepshead 

Sheepshead  minnow 

Sraallraouth  buffalo 

Southern  flounder 

Spot 

Spotted  seatrout 
Striped  mullet 
Threadfin  shad 
Tidewater  silvers ide 


Lepisosteus  spatula 
Micropogonias  undulatus 
Polydactylus  octonemus 
Anchoa  mltchilli 
Citharichthys  spilopterus 
Lepomls  macrochirus 
Ictalurus  punctatus 
Aplodlnotus  grunniens 
Dorosoma  cepedianum 
Notemigonus  crysoleucas 
Brevoortia  patronus 
Arius  fells 
Mlcropterus  salmoides 
let lobus  cyprinel lus 
Lepisosteus  osseus 
Fundulus  similis 
Gambusia  af f inis 
Sciaenops  ocellatus 
Poectlla  latiplnna 
Cynoscion  arenarius 
Archosargus  probatocephalus 
Cypr inodon  variegatus 
Ictiobus  bubalus 
Pa ralichthys  lethos tigma 
Lelostomus  xanthurus 
Cynosc ion  nebulosus 
Mugil  cephalus 
Dorosoma  petenense 
Menidia  penninsulae 


Common  Name 


Scientific  Name 


American  alligator 

Frogs 

Turtles 


Alligator  mississipiensis 

.  1/ 

Anur  a^-' 

Testudine&ic^ 

Serpentes^/ 


Snakes 


TABLE  A. 1.2.  (CONT.) 


BIRDS 


Common  Name 


Scientific  Name 


American  bittern 

Botaurus  lentiginosus 

American  coot 

Fulica  americana 

American  goldfinch 

Spinus  tristis  tristis 

American  kestrel 

Falco  sparverius 

American  widgeon 

Mareca  americana 

American  woodcock 

Philohela  minor 

Barn  owl 

Alba  pratincola 

Black-necked  stilt 

Himantopus  mexicanus 

Blue  jay 

Cyanocitta  cristata 

Blue-winged  teal 

Anas  discors 

Cardinal 

Richmondena  cardinalis 

Cattle  egret 

Bubulicus  ibis 

Clapper  rail 

Rallus  longirostris 

Common  moorhen 

Gallinula  chloropus  cachinnans 

Common  snipe 

Capella  gallinago  delicata 

Crow 

Corvus  brachyrhynchos 

Eastern  bluebird 

Sialia  sialis 

Eastern  meadowlark 

Sturnella  magna 

Gadwal 1 

Anas  strepera 

Green-winged  teal 

Anas  carolinensis 

Heron 

Ardeidae  — 

Ibis  (white) 

Gaura  alba 

King  rail 

Rallus  elegans 

Lesser  scaup 

Aythya  offinis 

Mai lard 

Anas  platyrhynchos 

Mottled  duck 

Anas  fulvigula 

Mourning  dove 

Zenaldura  macroura 

Northern  pintail 

Anas  acuta  tzi tzihoa 

TABLE  A. 1.2.  (CONT.) 


BIRDS 


Common  Names  Scientific  Names 


Northern  Shoveler 

Red-tailed  hawk 

Ring-necked  duck 

Sora 

Vulture 

Wood  duck 

Woodpecker 


Spatula  c lypeata 
Buteo  jamaicensis 
Aythya  collaris 
Porzana  Carolina 
Cathartes  aura 
Aix  spo nsa 
Picidae  — 


TABLE  A. 1.2.  (CONT.) 


MAMMALS 


Eastern  cottontail  rabbit 

Fox  squirrel 

Gray  squirrel 

Marsh  rice  rat 

Mink 

Muskrat 

Nine-banded  armadillo 

Nutria 

Opossum 

Raccoon 

River  otter 

Swamp  rabbit 

White-tail  deer 


Sylvilagus  f loridanus  alacer 
Sciurus  niger  subauratus 
Sciurus  carollnensis  f uliginosus 
Qry zomys  palustris  texensis 
Mustela  vison  vulgivaga 
Ondatra  zibethicus  rivalicius 
Dasypus  novemcinctus  Mexicanus 


Myocastor  coypus  bonariensis 
Didelphis  virginiana 
Procyon  lotor  megalodous 
Lutra  canadensis  lataxina 
Sylvilagus  aquaticus  aquaticus 
Odocoileus  virginianus 


LITERATURE  CITED 


Eddy,  S.  and  Underhill,  J.C.  1978.  Freshwater  Fishes. 

Third  Edition.  Wm.  C.  Brown  Company  Publishers,  Dubuque,  Iowa. 

215  pp. 

Conant,  R.  1975.  A  Field  Guide  to  Reptiles  and  Amphibians.  Sec.  Ed. 
National  Audubon  Society  and  National  Wildlife  Federation. 

Houghton  Mifflin  Company,  Boston.  429  pp. 

Lowery,  G.H.,  Jr.  1974a.  The  Mammals  of  Louisiana  and  its  Adjacent 
Waters .  Louisiana  State  University  Press  and  Kingsport  Press, 
Kingsport,  Tennessee.  565  pp. 

....1974b.  Louisiana  Birds .  Louisiana  State  University  Press  and 
Kingsport  Press,  Kingsport,  Tennessee.  651  pp. 

Pennak,  R.W.  1978.  Fresh-water  Invertebrates  of  the  United  States. 
Sec.  Ed.  John  Wiley  and  Sons  Inc.,  New  York.  803  pp. 

Robins,  R.C.  (Chairman)  1980.  A  list  of  Common  and  Scientific 
Names  of  Fishes  from  the  United  States  and  Canada.  American 
Fishery  Society,  Spec.  Pub.  No.  12.  174  pp. 


A. 2.  ENDANGERED  AND  THREATENED  SPECIES 


This  section  contains  the  correspondence  between  the  New  Orleans 
District,  Corps  of  Engineers;  the  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (FWS); 
and  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  (NMFS).  As  mandated  by  Section 
7(c)  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  Amendments  of  1978,  the  FWS  and 
NMFS  were  requested  to  provide  information  concerning  endangered  or 
threatened  species  which  might  occur  in  the  project  and  mitigation 
areas.  Data  provided  by  each  agency  indicated  that  no  endangered  or 
threatened  species  is  likely  to  occur  in  either  area.  Thus,  this 
correspondence  concludes  our  responsibilities  under  Section  7(c). 


IN  REPLY  REFER  T0» 


April  13,  1983 


Planning  Division 
Environmental  Analysis  Branch 


Mr.  Dennis  B.  Jordan,  Field  Supervisor 

U.  S.  Department  of  Interior 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

Jackson  Mali  Office  Center 

300  Woodrow  Wilson  Avenue,  Suite  3185 

Jackson,  Mississippi  39213 

Dear  Mr.  Jordanj 

In  accordance  with  Section  7(c)  of  The  Endangered  Species  Act  Amendments 
of  1978,  we  are  requesting  Information  concerning  threatened  and/or  endangered 
species  that  may  occur  within  the  vicinity  of  the  Larose  to  Golden  Meadow 
hurricane  protection  project  -  mitigation  area,  located  In  Lafourche  and 
Terrebonne  Parishes,  Louisiana.  (See  enclosure  1.) 

The  proposed  mitigation  plan  was  developed  after  our  Initial  coordination 
with  your  agency  (letter  dated  June  l,  1981).  The  mitigation  plan  would 
consist  of  the  construction  of  a  7-mlle-long,  earthen  levee  and  three  water 
control  structures  within  the  Pointe  au  Chlen  Wildlife  Management  Area. 

These  structural  measures  are  expected  to  curtail  further  wetland  habitat 
degradation  In  the  mitigation  area  due  to  saltwater  intrusion. 

There  are  A, 497  acres  of  wetland  habitat  In  the  proposed  mitigation 
area.  Of  this  total,  2,243  acres  are  f resh/lntermediate  marsh.  The  vegetation 
In  thfSmarsh  type  Includes  bull-tongue,  cyperua,  wlregrasa,  Pluchea ,  dwarf 
splkerush,  saltgrass,  deerpea,  and  saltmarsh  morning  glory.  There  are  804 
acres  of  brackish  marsh  which  are  dominated  by  wlregrasa  and  saltgrass. 

The  remaining  1,450  acres  consist  of  open  water  scattered  throughout  the 
proposed  mitigation  area. 

Please  provide  us  with  a  list  of  endangered  and  threatened  species 
and  species  proposed  for  listing  which  may  occur  in  the  project  mitigation 
area. 

Sincerely, 

ORIGINAL  SlGNtk)  bt 

Cletla  R.  Wagahoff 
Chief,  Planning  Division 

Enclosure 

Similar  letter  sent  to  Charles  A.  Orave t:  z /Nat  i ona  I  Marine  Fisheries  Service 

St.  Pete  rs.hu  re  F 1  qc  j  da 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 

JACKSON  MALI.  OFFICE  CENTER 
300  WOODROW  WILSON  AVENUE.  SUJTE  3185 
JACKSON,  MISSISSIPPI  39213 

April  28,  1983 


IN  REPLY  REFER  TO: 
Log  no.  4-3-83-190 


Mr.  Cletis  R.  Wagahoff 

Chief,  Planning  Division 

New  Orleans  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 

P.0.  Box  60267 

New  Orleans,  Louisiana  70160 
Dear  Mr.  Wagahoff: 

This  responds  to  your  letter  of  April  13,  1983,  requesting  endangered 
species  information  for  the  vicinity  of  the  Larose  to  Golden  Meadow 
hurricane  protection  project-mitigation  area,  located  in  Lafourche  and 
Terrebonne  Parishes,  Louisiana. 

Our  records  indicate  no  endangered,  threatened  or  proposed  species,  or 
their  Critical  Habitat  occurring  in  the  project  area.  Therefore,  no 
further  endangered  species  consultation  will  be  required  for  this  pro¬ 
ject,  as  currently  described. 

If  you  anticipate  any  changes  in  the  scope  or  location  of  this  project, 
please  contact  our  office  at  601/960-4900  for  further  coordination. 

We  appreciate  your  participation  in  the  effort  to  protect  endangered 
species. 


Sincerely  yours. 


lehnis  B.  Jordan 
Field  Supervisor 

Jackson  Endangered  Species  Office 


cc:  D,  FWS,  Washington,  D.C.  (AFA/0ES) 
RD,  FWS,  Atlanta,  GA  (AFA/SE) 

ES,  FWS,  Lafayette,  LA 
Department  of  Wildlife  &  Fisheries 
New  Orleans,  LA 


A- 15 


Ur.'ITTD  STATES  L--PART  ME  NT  CF  CO  A'  f/.  ERCE 

fYatior.  :,t  Oc.~r.ic  r.nd  Atmorphcrie  Adminirtri  tion 

f,'.’  '".A.  v.*.  =  .  ;  :.M:  MIS  G:  Mv'lCE 

Southeast  Region 
9450  Roger  Boulevard 
St.  Petersburg,  FL  33702 

April  11,  1983 


Mr.  Cletis  R.  Wagahoff 

Chief,  Planning  Division 

New  Orleans  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 

P.0.  Box  60267 

New  Orleans,  Louisiana  70160 


Dear  Mr.  Wagahoff: 


This  responds  to  your  April  1,  1983,  letter  requesting  a  list 
of  endangered/threatened  species  under  our  purview  that  may  occur 
in  the  vicinity  of  the  Larose  to  Golden  Meadow  hurricane  protection 
project-mitigation  area,  located  in  Lafourche  and  Terrebonne  Parishes, 
Louisiana.  Your  request  was  made  in  accordance  with  Section  7  of 
the  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973. 


We  have  reviewed  the  proposed  project  and  have  determined  that 
no  species  of  listed  sea  turtles  or  whales  are  likely  to  occur  in  the 
proposed  project  area. 


This  concludes  consultation  responsibilities  under  Section  7 
of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973.  However,  consultation  should 
be  reinitiated  if  new  information  reveals  impacts  of  the  identified 
activity  that  may  affect  listed  species  or  their  critical  habitat, 
a  new  species  is  listed,  the  identified  activity  is  subsequently 
modified  or  critical  habitat  determined  that  may  be  affected  by  the 
proposed  activity. 


Sincerely  yours, 

cA^cMj 

Charles  A.  Oravetz,  Chief 
Protected  Species  Management  Branch 


cc : 

FWS  Jackson,  MS 


LMNPD-RE 


9  June  1981 


Mr.  Cary  Hickman 
Area  Manager 

US  Department  of  Interior 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
200  East  Pascagoula  St.,  Suite  300 
Jackson,  MS  39201 


Dear  Mr.  Hickman; 

In  compliance  with  Section  7(c)  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act 
Amendments  of  1978,  we  are  requesting  Information  concerning  the 
threatened  and/or  endangered  species  associated  with  the  project, 
Larose  to  Golden  Meadow,  Louisiana,  Hurricane  Protection,  located 
in  Lafourche  Parish  In  southeast  Louisiana  (Inclosure  1). 

Plans  for  the  project  Include  the  construction  of  a  floodgate  on 
Bayou  Lafourche  south  of  Golden  Meadow,  construction  of  the  portions 
of  the  levee  remaining  to  be  built  on  the  west  and  east  side  of  the 
bayou,  and  proposed  construction  along  allnements  around  Clovelly 
Farms  and  the  Louisiana  Lands  and  Exploration  area  (showjjln  blue. 
Inclosure  2) . 

The  project  area  is  primarily  drained  wetlands  surrounded  by  inter¬ 
mediate  and  brackish  marsh,  cypress- tupelogum  swamp,  and  some 
natural  ridge  forest. 

Please  provide  us  with  a  list  of  endangered  and  threatened  species 
and  species  proposed  for  listing  which  may  occur  In  the  project 

area. 


Sincerely, 

'•^IG!N/'T  SlGNFn  b* 


2  Inclosures 
As  stated 


JAMES  F.  ROY 

Chief,  Planning  Division 


UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 

200  EAST  PASCAGOULA  STREET.  SUITE  300 

JACKSON.  MISSISSIPPI  39201 

July  1,  1981 


IN  REPLY  REFER  TO: 
Log  no.  4-3-81-147 


Mr.  James  F.  Roy 

Chief,  Planning  Division 

Department  of  the  Army 

New  Orleans  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 

LMNPD-RE 

P.O.  Box  60267 

New  Orleans,  Louisiana  70160 


Dear  Mr.  Roy: 

This  refers  to  your  letter  of  June  9,  1981,  in  which  you  requested 
endangered  species  information  for  the  area  of  the  Larose  to  Golden 
Meadow  Hurricane  Protection  Project  located  in  Lafourche  Parish, 
Louisiana. 


Our  data  indicate  that  there  are  no  endangered,  threatened,  or  pro¬ 
posed  species  likely  to  reside  in  the  project  area,  and  there  is 
no  designated  Critical  Habitat  in  the  vicinity  of  this  project. 
Therefore,  no  further  endangered  species  coordination  will  be  re¬ 
quired  for  this  project,  as  described.  If  you  anticipate  any 
changes  in  project  location  or  activities,  however,  please  con¬ 
tact  our  office  for  further  coordination. 

If  you  have  any  questions  concerning  this  project,  please  contact 
Fred  Bagley  of  our  staff,  telephone  number  601/960-4912  or  FTS 
490-4912. 


We  appreciate  your  participation  in  the  effort  to  ensure  the  sur¬ 
vival  of  endangered  species. 


cc: 


RD,  FWS,  Atlanta,  GA  (ARD-FA/SE) 
ES,  FWS,  Lafayette,  LA 
Department  of  Wildlife  &  Fisheries 
New  Orleans,  LA 


Area  Manager 


IK  REPLY  REFER  TO 
LMNPD-RB 


12  October  1982 


Mr.  Charles  A.  Oravets 

Chief,  Marine  Mammals  and  Endangered  Species  Branch 
National  Marine  Fisheries  Service 
Southeast  Region 
9450  Roger  Blvd. 

St.  Petersburg,  PL  33702 


Dear  Mr.  Oravetz i 

In  accordance  with  Section  7(c)  of  The  Endangered  Species  Act  Amendments  of  1978, 
we  are  requesting  Information  concerning  threatened  and/or  endangered  species  which 
may  occur  within  the  vicinity  of  the  Larose  to  Colden  Meadow  Hurricane  Protection 
project,  located  in  Lafourche  Parish  in  Southeast  Louisiana  (Indosure  1). 

The  project  consists  of  the  construction  of  a  floodgate  on  Bayou  Lafourche,  south 
of  Golden  Meadow,  Louisiana;  construction  of  the  portions  of  the  levee  remaining 
to  be  built  on  the  ^est  and  east  side  of  the  bayou;  and  proposed  construction  along 
allnements  around  Clovelly  Farms  and  Louisiana  Lands  and  Exploration  (Indosure  2, 
shown  In  blue). 

The  project  area  consists  primarily  of  agricultural  lands  surrounded  by  Intermediate 
to  brackish  marsh,  cypres a-tupe logum  swamp,  and  some  natural  ridge  forest. 

Please  provide  ua  with  a  list  of  endangered  and  threatened  species  and  species 
proposed  for  listing  which  may  occur  in  the  project  area. 

Sincerely, 


'RIG'NAL  bIGNED  BY 


2  Inclosures 

as  stated 


CLETIS  R.  VAGAHOFF 
Chief,  Planning  Division 


UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 


National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administration 

national  MARINE  fisheries  service 


Southeast  Region 

9450  Roger  Boulevard 

St.  Petersburg,  FL  33702 


October  19,  1982 


F/SER64 :AM 


Mr.  Cletis  R.  Wagahoff 

Chief,  Planning  Division 

New  Orleans  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 

P.  0.  Box  60267 

New  Orleans,  LA  70160 

Dear  Mr.  Wagahoff: 

This  responds  to  your  October  12,  1982,  letter  regarding  the  Larose  to 
Golden  Meadow  Hurricane  Protection  project,  located  in  Lafourche  Parish, 
Louisiana.  You  requested  a  list  of  endangered  or  threatened  species  under 
our  purview  that  may  be  found  in  the  project  area,  as  required  by  Section  7 
of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973. 

We  have  reviewed  the  proposed  project  and  have  determined  that  no 
species  of  listed  sea  turtles  or  whales  are  likely  to  occur  in  the  proposed 
project  area.  This  concludes  consultation  responsibilities  under  Section  7 
of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973.  However,  consultation  should  be 
reinitiated  if  new  information  reveals  impacts  of  the  identified  activity 
that  may  affect  listed  species  or  their  critical  habitat,  a  new  species  is 
listed,  the  identified  activity  is  subsequently  modified  or  critical  habitat 
determined  that  may  be  affected  by  the  proposed  activity. 

The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  should  also  be  contacted  for  species 
under  their  purview  if  you  have  not  done  so  already. 

Sincerely  yours, 

(a  .  Da- 

Charles  A.  Oravetz 

Chief,  Marine  Mammals  and  Endangered 
Species  Branch 

cc: 

FWS,  Jackson,  MS 


A. 3.  METHODOLOGY  FOR  FISHERY  IMPACT  ANALYSIS 


A.3.1.  This  discussion  explains  the  methodology  used  to  determine  the 
estimated  fishery  harvest  contributed  by  the  marsh  habitat  in  the 
project  area.  The  estimated  harvest  in  the  f uture-without  project  is 
compared  to  the  estimated  harvest  in  the  future-with  the  different 
alternatives • 

A. 3. 2.  The  area  to  be  impacted  lies  within  Hydrologic  Unit  IV,  as 
defined  by  Chabreck  (1972).  Recent  studies  (Ader,  1980)  have  shown 
that  the  total  acreage  of  marsh  in  Hydrologic  Unit  IV  declined  from 
532,500  acres  in  1956  to  406,000  acres  in  1978.  To  estimate  the 
number  of  acres  present  in  Hydrologic  Unit  IV  in  base  year  1975,  the 
percent  per  year  loss  over  the  22-year  period  was  calculated  based  on 
acreage  of  marsh  present  in  1956  and  1978.  It  was  calculated  that 
total  marsh  acreage  was  being  lost  at  1.22  percent  per  year.  Thus,  in 
base  year  1975,  there  would  have  been  421,726  acres  of  marsh  in 
Hydrologic  Unit  IV. 

A. 3. 3.  Table  A.3.1  provides  a  summary  of  the  1963-1978  average  annual 
commercial  harvest  and  value  of  the  major  estuarine-dependent 
commercial  fishes  and  shellfishes  for  Hydrologic  Unit  IV. 

A. 3. 4.  To  determine  fishery  harvest  per  acre,  Hydrologic  Unit  IV 
average  adjusted  harvest  data  (302,950,000  pounds)  was  divided  by  the 
total  acres  of  marsh  in  Hydrologic  Unit  IV  present  in  base  year 
1975.  This  calculation  yields  an  average  commercial  harvest  of  718 
pounds  per  acre  of  marsh. 

A. 3. 5.  To  determine  value  per  acre,  the  average  annual  value  reported 
for  Hydrologic  Unit  IV  ($75,130,000)  was  divided  by  adjusted  harvest 
data  (302,950,000  lbs.).  This  calculation  yields  an  average 
commercial  harvest  value  of  $0.25  per  pound.  This  value  multiplied  by 
the  pounds  per  acre  (718  pounds/acre)  of  harvest  yields  dollars  per 
acre  ($179.50). 


TABLE  A. 3.1 


AVERAGE  ANNUAL  COMMERCIAL  HARVEST  —  AND  VALUE  OF  M‘ TOR 
ESTUARINE-DEPENDENT  FINFISHES  AND  SHELLFISHES  ATTRIBUT  LE  TO 
HYDROLOGIC  UNIT  IV  ( BARATARIA  BAY),  LOUISIANA  COASTAL  AREA 


SPECIES 


HYDROLOGIC  UNIT  IV 


Menhaden 


2  / 

Harves  t— 

Valued7 

225.81 

12.60 

Shrimp 

Harves  t 

Adjusted  Harvest- 

23.23 

42.26 

Value 

45.05 

Oyster 

Harvest 

Adjusted  Harvest- 

4.05 

10.13 

Value 

14.79 

Croaker— 7 

Harvest 

15.25 

Value 

0.82 

Blue  Crab 

Harves  t 

3.56 

Value 

1.10 

Seatrout 

Harves  t 

2.70 

Value 

0.47 

Spot 

Harvest 

2.88 

Value 

0.14 

Red  Drum 

Harvest 

0.36 

Value 

0.16 

A-22 


TABLE  A. 3.1.  (CONT.) 


Total 

Harvest  277 .84 
Adjusted  Harvest  302.95 
Value  75.13 


Source:  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  landing  records  for  the  years  1963- 

1978,  compiled  by  New  Orleans  District,  Corps  of  Engineers. 

—  Harvest  refers  to  total  recorded  commercial  catch  of  a  particular  species 
from  an  area.  The  catch  from  offshore  waters  was  assigned  to  inshore 
areas  based  on  the  relative  abundance  of  estuarine  marsh  habitat. 

2  / 

—  Millions  of  pounds. 

T  / 

—  Millions  of  1981  dollars.  Value  for  all  species  except  oysters  represents 
running  average  of  1974-1978  exvessel  prices  brought  to  1981  price  levels 
using  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for  food.  Average  price  for  oysters 
calculated  for  period  1976-1980. 

— L  Reflects  200  percent  increase  of  reported  inshore  landings,  based  on 
surveys  conducted  by  Louisiana  Department  of  Wildlife  and  Fisheries 
(C.J.  White,  personal  communication,  letter  dated  April  23,  1979). 

—  Reflects  150  percent  increase  of  reported  landings,  based  on  Mackin  and 
Hopkins  (1962)  and  Lindall  et  al .  (1972). 

—  Includes  food  fish  and  industrial  bottomfish.  Quantities  of  croaker, 
spot,  and  seatrout  calculated  after  Lindall  et  al .  (1972). 


A. 3. 6.  Table  A. 3. 2.  shows  the  estimated  pounds  and  dolLar  value  of 
the  potential  fishery  harvest  contributed  by  the  marsh  acreage  in  the 
project  area  for  each  plan  and  f uture-wi thout  project  conditions. 


A. 3. 7.  Table  A. 3. 3.  shows  the  estimated  pounds  and  dollar  value  of 
the  potential  annual  fishery  harvest  contributed  by  the  marsh  acreage 
associated  with  Louisiana  Land  and  Exploration  Company  and  Clovelly 
Farms  under  f uture-wi thout  project  conditions.  Under  future-with 
project  for  each  farm,  potential  annual  fishery  harvest  would  be  zero 
by  the  year  1991. 

A. 3. 8.  This  methodology  is  crude,  and  it  is  assumed  that  pounds  per 
acre  and  dollar  value  per  acre  remain  constant,  with  only  marsh 
acreage  being  variable. 
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Target  Year 


Alternative 


Mars  hi/ 
(acres) 


Harvest 

(pound) 


Value 

(dollars) 


1975 


1986 


1991 


1996 


2026 


2096 


Base 

1,938 

1,391,484 

347,871 

Plan  1  (TSP) 

1,938 

1,391,484 

347,871 

Plan  2 

1,938 

1,391,484 

347,871 

Plan  3 

1,938 

1,391,484 

347,871 

Plan  4 

1,938 

1,391,484 

347,871 

Plan  5 

1,938 

1,391,484 

347,871 

FWoi/ 

1,669 

1,198,342 

299,585 

Plan  1  (TSP) 

1,100 

789,800 

197,450 

Plan  2 

1,146 

822,828 

205,707 

Plan  3 

1,144 

821,392 

205,348 

Plan  4 

1,197 

859,446 

214,861 

Plan  5 

1,141 

819,238 

204,809 

FWO 

1,559 

1,119,362 

279,840 

Plan  1  (TSP) 

0 

0 

0 

Plan  2 

43 

30,874 

7,718 

Plan  3 

80 

57,440 

14,360 

Plan  4 

132 

94,776 

23,694 

Plan  5 

496 

356,126 

89,032 

FWO  (TSP) 

1,457 

1,046,126 

261,531 

Plan  1 

0 

0 

0 

Plan  2 

40 

28,720 

7,180 

Plan  3 

73 

52,414 

13,103 

Plan  4 

123 

88,314 

22,078 

Plan  5 

451 

323,818 

80,954 

FWO 

969 

695,742 

173,935 

Plan  1  (TSP) 

0 

0 

0 

Plan  2 

27 

19,386 

4,846 

Plan  3 

42 

30,156 

7,539 

Plan  4 

82 

58,876 

14,719 

Plan  5 

258 

185,244 

46,311 

FWO 

374 

268,532 

67,133 

Plan  1  (TSP) 

0 

0 

0 

Plan  2 

10 

7,180 

1,795 

Plan  3 

13 

9,347 

2,333 

Plan  4 

32 

22,976 

5,744 

P  la  n  5 

81 

58,158 

14,539 

v  ty.sy, 


TABLE  A. 3. 3 


FUTLKC-v'ITHOUT  PROJECT  POTENTIAL  ANNUAL  FISHERY  HARVEST  FOR 
CLOVLLLY  FARMS  AND  LOUISIANA  LANDS  AND  EXPLORATION  (LL&E) 


Target  Year 

Farm  Segment 

Marsh 

Harvest 

Value 

k  • 

(acres) 

(pounds) 

(dollars) 

LITERATURE  CITED 

Ader,  Robert  R.  1980.  Mississippi  Deltaic  Plain  Region  Habitat  Acreage 
Data.  National  Coastal  Ecosystems  Team,  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
Office  of  Biological  Services. 

Chabreck,  R.H.  1972.  Vegetation,  water,  and  soil  characteristics  of  the 
Louisiana  Coastal  Region.  Louisiana  State  University,  Agricultural 
Experiment  Station  Bulletin  664.  72  pp. 


A. 4.  METHODOLOGIES  FOR  TABLE  A. 4.1.,  "COMPARISON  OF  FUTURc -WITHOUT 
PROJECT  HABITAT  ACREAGES  TO  FUTURE-.*  ITH  PROJECT  ACREAGES" 

A. 4.1.  Five  natural  habitat  types  [ fresh/ intermediate  marsh,  brackish 
marsh,  open  water,  wooded  swamp,  and  bottomland  hardwoods  (BLHW)] 
could  be  Impacted  by  the  project  alternatives.  Three  new  habitat 
types  (levee,  pasture,  and  residential/commercial)  would  be  created  as 
a  result  of  project  activities.  All  habitat  types  were  determined  by 
using  the  Mississippi  Deltaic  Plain  Region  habitat  mapping  study 
(Wicker  et  al . ,  1980).  After  the  pertinent  habitat  types  were 
determined,  the  area  of  impact  was  planimetered  from  US  Geological 
Survey  (USGS)  1:24000  quandrangle  maps  and  project  design  maps  for  the 
base  year  1975.  Corresponding  habitat  maps  illustrating  habitat 
acreages  for  1956  and  1978  were  used  to  determine  the  wi thout-project 
habitat  change  for  the  22-year  period.  The  change  of  the  habitat 
types  under  consideration  was  converted  to  a  percent  change  per 
year.  This  percent  change  was  used  to  predict  the  number  of  acres  of 
each  natural  habitat  type  which  was  present  in  the  project  area  in 
1975  and  would  be  present  until  the  year  2096  (100-year  project 
life).  In  calculating  the  projected  habitat  loss,  a  worst-case 
analysis  was  assumed.  Based  on  calculated  rates  of  habitat  change 
between  the  1956  and  1978  habitat  maps,  fresh/intermediate  marsh  is 
being  lost  at  a  rate  of  3.22  percent  per  year.  Total  marsh  is  lost  at 
an  annual  rate  of  1.35  percent,  which  is  also  equal  to  brackish  marsh 
loss  per  year.  For  comparative  purposes,  marsh  loss  rates  were 
obtained  for  the  Barataria  and  Breton  Sound  Basins.— ^  Annual  total 
marsh  loss  rates  for  these  two  basins  were  1.12  and  0.66  percent  per 
year,  with  fresh/intermediate  marsh  being  lost  at  2.56  and  2.89 
percent  per  year,  respectively. 


—  Louisiana  Coastal  Area,  Louisiana,  "Freshwater  Diversion  to 

Barataria  and  Breton  Sound  Basins."  US  Army  Corps  of  Engineers, 
New  Orleans  District,  Draft,  March  1982,  p.  D-27-37. 


A. 4. 2.  Based  on  the  habitat  maps  for  the  study  area,  60  percent  of 
fresh/intermediate  marsh  lost  became  open  water,  and  40  percent  became 
brackish  marsh.  This  trend  would  apply  only  to  fresh/intermediate 
marsh  not  inclosed  by  the  project  (Plans  III,  IV,  &  V)  which  would 
undergo  natural  succession.  Also,  it  was  assumed  (worst  case)  that  as 
fresh/intermediate  marsh  became  brackish  marsh,  the  same  erosive 
forces  that  were  affecting  the  fresh  marsh  also  would  affect  the  newly 
converted  or  existing  brackish  marsh.  A  1.35  percent  loss  was 
calculated,  with  the  loss  becoming  open  water.  Those  marsh  acres 
which  would  be  inclosed  by  the  project  levee  were  calculated  to  be 
lost  as  follows.  Fresh/intermediate  was  lost  at  3.22  percent  per  year 
and  total  marsh  was  lost  at  1.35  percent  per  year.  To  determine 
brackish  marsh  for  a  given  year,  fresh  marsh  was  subtracted  from  total 
marsh  for  that  given  year  and  the  difference  was  remaining  brackish 
marsh.  Total  marsh  loss  between  target  years  was  converted  to  open 
water.  This  rationale  applies  for  all  plans  through  target  year 
1986.  All  inclosed  marsh  and  open  water  (with  the  exception  of  borrow 
pits)  were  assumed  to  be  drained  by  1991.  About  84  percent  was 
converted  to  pasture  and  16  percent  to  residential/commercial  uses. 

A. 4. 3.  Total  forest  habitat  was  calculated  to  have  a  future-without 
project  lost  rate  of  1.49  percent  per  year  and  wooded  swamp  was  lost 
at  3.93  percent  per  year.  Bottomland  hardwood  forest  change  was 
computed  by  subtracting  the  number  of  acres  of  wooded  swamp  from  the 
number  of  total  forest  acres  for  that  same  target  year.  According  to 
the  trends  of  forest  loss,  84  percent  was  converted  to  pasture  and  16 
percent  was  converted  to  residential/commercial  use.  Forest  habitats 
not  inclosed  by  the  project  were  calculated  at  the  same  rate  of  loss 
as  described  above,  throughout  project  life.  In  the  case  where  total 
forest  (not  inclosed)  consisted  only  of  bottomland  hardwood  forest 
(Plans  II  and  IV),  the  rate  of  loss  was  the  same  as  total  forest  loss 
(1.49%).  Forest  habitat  inclosed  by  the  project  was  assumed  to 
undergo  an  accelerated  rate  of  loss  due  to  its  desirability  to  local 


interest  for  residential  and  agricultural  uses.  The  accelerated  rate 
loss  was  predicted  to  be  double  the  rate  loss  for  total  forest  and 
wooded  swamp.  The  accelerated  rate  loss  was  applied  (2.98%  total 
forest  and  7.8b Z  wooded  swamp)  for  target  years  1991  through  2096. 

A. 4. 4.  In  Tab Le  A. 4.1.,  the  1975  base  condition  represents  4,598 
acres  by  habitat  type  located  in  the  study  area  [the  proposed  project 
alinement  (Tentatively  Selected  Plan)  and  those  areas  expected  to  be 
impacted  due  to  inclosure  &  pumping].  For  each  alternative,  the 
number  of  acres  which  eventually  would  be  affected  over  the  life  of 
the  project  is  shown.  For  example.  Plan  2  includes  the  modified 
General  Design  Memorandum  (GDM)  and  Clovelly  Farms  alinement.  With 
this  plan,  there  are  1,093,  791,  1,533,  141,  and  721  acres  of 
f resh/intermediate  marsh,  brackish  marsh,  open  water,  wooded  swamp, 
and  bottomland  hardwoods,  respectively.  However,  over  the  life  of  the 
project,  these  acres  would  be  lost,  due  to  direct  and  secondary 
project  impacts  (PI).  Also  represented  are  319  acres  which  would  be 
affected  by  Plan  1  but  not  be  affected  by  Plan  2,  and  which  would 
undergo  natural  change  (NC).  The  319-acre  difference  is  due  to  the 
deletion  of  LL&E  farms  from  Plan  2.  These  acres  are  shown  in  the  NC 
category  so  that  the  study  area  is  the  same  for  each  plan.  Each 
alternative  is  represented  in  this  manner  for  each  target  year  over 
the  life  of  the  project  through  target  year  2096. 

A. 4. 5.  Target  years  are  significant  dates  in  the  project  life  based 
upon  estimates  of  construction  time,  assumptions  of  indirect  project 
impacts,  and  assumptions  of  the  impact  of  drainage  on  wetland 
succession. 


o  1986 
o  1991 


beginning  of  project 
completion  of  first  lift 

completion  of  drainage  of  wetlands  inside  the 
levee  system  (assume  that  pumping  would  begin 
after  completion  of  first  lift  and  continue  for 
five  years) 


V  A'.SVV  V  .V 


o  1996: 
o  2026: 


o  2096: 


completion  of  all  three  project  lifts 
near  complete  loss  of  wooded  swamp  due  to  draining 
and  clearing 
end  of  project  life 


A. 4. 6.  By  1991,  drainage  of  wet  areas  inside  the  levee  system  should 
be  complete.  At  this  time,  all  inclosed  marsh  and  waterbodies  would 
become  pasture  and  residential/commercial.  The  inclosed  forests  would 
decrease  at  the  rates  previously  described. 

A. 4. 7.  Tables  A. 4. 2.  and  A. 4. 3.  show  base  condition,  future-with 
project  and  f uture-without  project  conditions  for  the  Louisiana  Land 
and  Exploration  Company  and  Clovelly  Farms. 
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TABLE  A. 4. 3 


Louisiana  Land  and  Exploration 

Total  acreage  may  vary  slightly  due  to  rounding  error 
Future-wl thout  project  conditions 


A. 5.  State  Water  Quality  Certificate 

This  section  contains  the  correspondence  between  the  New  Orleans 
District,  Corps  of  Engineers,  and  the  Louisiana  Department  of  Natural 
Resources,  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs,  Water  Pollution  Control 
Division. 


April  8,  1983 


IN  REPLY  REFER  TOi 

Planning  Division 
Environmental  Analysis  Branch 


Hr.  J.  Dais  Givens,  Administrator 
Division  of  Water  Pollution  Control 
Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
P.0,  Box  44086 

Baton  Rouge,  Louisiana  70804 
Dear  Mr.  Clvenet 

The  U.  B*  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  Men  Orleans  District,  intends  to 
perform  dredge  and  fill  activities  associated  with  the  Larose  to  Golden 
Meadow  hurricane  protection  project.  The  proposed  activities  and  the  ereea 
affected  are  documented  in  the  enclosed  P"tlle  Notice  end  Section  404  (b)(1)) 
Evaluation. 

Copies  of  the  four  letters  received  In  response  to  the  Public  Notice 
are  also  enclosed  for  your  review.  Issues  raised  by  the  three  letters  from 
pipeline  companies  have  been  satisfactorily  resolved  by  our  Engineering 
Division.  The  idea  of  water  control  structures  raised  in  the  letter  from 
Mr.  Joseph  Vincent  of  the  Orleans  Audubon  Society  vns  originally  proposed 
by  the  New  Orleans  District,  but  rejected  by  the  project  local  interests. 

No  letters  were  received  from  Federal  agencies  from  which  we  infer  their 
approval  of  the  proposed  activities. 

As  concluded  in  the  Section  404  (b)(1)  Evaluation,  no  significant 
adverse  impacts  on  the  environment  or  aquatic  ecosystem  would  be  expected 
as  a  result  of  dredge  and  fill  activities.  Ve,  therefore,  request  that 
a  state  wacer  quality  certificate  be  Issued  for  this  work  as  required  by 
the  1977  amendments  to  the  Clean  Water  Act. 

If  you  have  any  questions,  please  contact  Mr.  Jeffrey  Heaton  at  838-19Z5 


Sincerely,  . 

ORIGINAL  SIGNED  BY! 


Cletls  R.  Wagahoff 
Chief,  Planning  Division 

Enclosures 


RANK  P  SIMONE  A  UX 

rrrc-iETARY 
P. JIM  PORTER 
.tan:  tary 


X  t-  x A-*  1 

\  V  Pi-'-  , 


DEPARTMENT  OK  NAT l  R A 1 ,  R  K.SOL  HCF.S 
01  KICK.  OK  K.W  IROWIK-VTAI.  \f  K  \!lih 
RATER  POM.l  IIONCOMHOl.  DIM- ION 

April  29,  1983 


J.  DALE  GIVENS 
"  VINIiTHATGR 


DNR  830414-06 


Department  of  the  Army 
New  Orleans  District 
Corps  of  Engineers 
P.O.  Box  60267 
New  Orleans,  La.  70160 

Attention:  Hr.  Jeffrey  Heaton 


Gentlemen : 

RE:  Proposal  for  a  ring  levee  totaling  approx.  43  miles  in  circumference 

which  would  emcompass  approx.  32,400  acres.  The  authorized  project 
includes  floodgates  on  Bayou  Lafourche  at  the  upper  and  lower  limits 
of  the  protection  levee  and  eight  multi-barreled  culverts  to  be  located 
at  strategic  locations  along  the  levee  proper.  The  levee  will  extend 
southward  from  the  latitude  of  the  Tntracoastnl  Waterway  at.  I. arose,  La. 
to  approx .  2.0  miles  south  of  Golden  Meadow,  I, a.  a  distance  of  approx. 

26  miles.  This  will  be  the  Golden  Meadow  Hurricane  Protection  Project. 

We  have  reviewed  the  information  of  the  •hove  referenced  proposal  as 
contained  in  your  submittal  dated  April  8,  1983. 

Enclosed  is  a  copy  of  a  public  notice  to  be  published  by  you  one  time 
in  the  official  state  journal,  the  Baton  Rouge  STA1E  TIMES.  (As  provided 
for  by  LRS  30:1094  A(3),  the  cost  of  this  publication  is  to  be  at  vour 
expense).  PLEASE  REQUEST  THAT  THE  BATON  ROUGE  STATL  TIMES  FURNISH  US 
WITH  PROOF  OF  PUBLICATION  OF  THIS  NOTICE. 

Provided  there  have  been  no  objections  to  your  project  within  ten  days  of 
the  date  of  publication,  we  will  forward  a  letter  of  no  objection  and 
water  quality  certification  in  accordance  with  statutory  authority  contained 
in  Louisiana  Revised  Statutes  of  1950,  Chapter  11,  Part  IV,  Section 


1 3?  t  .v'3)  and  L 
95-217. ) 


x visions  o' 


Section  401  of  the  Clean  Water  Act  (Public  Law 
Very  truly  yo>irs. 


yiimAA* 

f J.  Dale  Givens 
\f  Admi  ni  strator 


JDG/LW/mp 

enclosure 


cc:  Corps  of  Fnyinc-ers  Coastal  Zone  Management 

New  Orleans  District  P.0.  Box  44396 

Attention:  Permit  Section  Baton  Rouge,  La.  70804 


A-44 


Notice  is  he: -.by  g'-ven  that  the  Department  of  the  Army,  New  Orleans  Corps 

of  "rnir:  .•ers  _  _ _ _ _ New  Orleans,  t ,a  . _ 

has  applied  to  the  Ixniisiana  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  Office  of 
Environmental  Affairs,  Water  Pollution  Control  Division  for 

_ a  W a  t  ■  ■  r  _C_ ’  s  a  1  i_t  v  Certification  for  a  ring  levee  totaling  approx.  43  mile  s 

in  n  j  i  c:;:ri  f-c -ncc  which  would  encompass  ar<prox .  32,400  acres.  The  authorized 

oro  r t_in_f  ^ u  d  e s _ floodgates  on  Bavou  Lafourche  at  the  upper  and  lower  limits 

o f  th-  j.  •  fit/-cti-.''P.  levee  and  eight  multi-barreled  culverts  to  be  located  at 
strategic  1 ocetions  along  the  levee  proper.  The  levee  would  extend  southward 
i  '~orr  th  e  _  j_.at :  f  ade  of  the  Tntr.n-oasta  1  Wa  terwav  at  Larose,  La.  to  approx.  2. 0 
miles  south  of  Go] don  Meadow,  La.  a  distance  of  approx.  26  miles.  This  will 
he  the  Golden  Meadow  Hurricane  Protection  Project. 


This  work  will  require  a  Letter  of  No  Objection  and  a  Water  Quality  Certification 
in  accordance  with  statutory  authority  contained  in  the  Louisiana  Revised  Statutes 
of  1950,  Title  30,  Chapter  11,  Part  IV,  Section  1094  A(3)  and  provisions  of  Section 
401  of  the  Clean  Water  Act  (P.L.  95-217). 

Comments  concerning  this  application  can  be  filed  with  the  Office  of  Environmental 
Affairs  within  ten  days  from  the  date  of  this  notice  using  reference 
No.  830414-06  at  the  following  address: 

Totiisiana  Department  of  Natural  Resources 
Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
Division  of  Water  Pollution  Control 
Post  Office  Box  44066,  Capitol  Station 
Baton  Rouge,  La.  70804 
Telephone:  (504)  342-6363 

J.  Dale  Givens,  Administrator 
Water  Pollution  Control  Division 


K  f  stvonfummc 


:  'Ml  li(  h> 
M  \1  i  \!H> 
Mi  !'IM\ 


J.  DAM  G!  Vt-NS 
a:  v.  d :  i-.atoh 


June  12,  1983 


DNR  830414-06 


Department  of  the  Army 
’lew  Orleans  District 
Corps  of  Engineers 
P.0.  Box  60267 
New  Orleans,  La.  / 0 1 60 

Attention:  Mr.  Jeffrey  ii-aton 

Gentlemen : 

RE:  Proposal  for  seven  levee  segments  approx.  26  miles  in  length  which  would 
encompass  approx.  1248  acres.  The  levee  will  extend  along  the  east  side 
of  Bayou  Lafourche  from  the  latitude  of  the  intracoastal  Waterway  at 
larose,  La.  to  approx.  2.0  miles  south  of  Golden  Meadow,  La.  a  distance  of 
approx.  26  miles.  This  will  be  part  of  the  Golden  Meadow  Hurricane  Protection 
Project . 

This  is  to  acknowledge  receipt  of  "Proof  of  Publication"  of  public  notice, 
above  reference,  forwarded  to  you  with  our  letter  dated  May  16,  1983 
and  to  advise  that  no  complaints  relative  to  this  project  have  been  received 
by  this  agency  within  the  ten  day  period  stipulated  in  the  notice. 

It  is  our  opinion  that  your  proposed  project  will  not  violate  water  quality 
standards  of  the  State  of  Louisiana;  therefore,  we  offer  no  objection  to 
this  project  provided  turbidity  during  dredging  in  state  waters  is  kept  to 
a  practicable  minimum,  provided  also  the  proposed  project  does  not  change 
historical  water  flows. 


In  accordance  with  statutory  authority  contained  in  the  Louisiana  Revised 
Statutes  of  1950,  Title  30,  Chapter  11,  Part  IV,  Section  1094  A ( 3 )  and 
provisions  of  Section  401  of  the  Clean  Water  Act  (P.L.  95-217),  the  Office 
of  Environmental  Affairs  certifies  that  it  is  reasonable  to  expect  that  water 


6 


dun-  12, 
r  age  2 


quality  standards  of  iouis'aoa  p^cvidoc  ’or  under  r ion  303  of  r.L.  9j 
217  will  not  be  violated. 

Very  truly  yours  , 

SJ  -  /L$  /f'J.'sU**? 

J.  Dale  Givens 
Admin i strator 


JDG/LW/mp 


6.  ARCHEOLOGY  RESOURCES 


A. 6.1.  Archeological  investigations  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed 
Larose  to  Golden  Meadow  Hurricane  Protection  project  have  been  con¬ 
ducted  by  Fred  (1 .  Kniffen  (1941),  W.  G.  Mclntire  (  1958),  an  unpub¬ 
lished  report  (1974),  Gagliano  et  al.  (1975),  Jon  L.  Gibson  (1978), 
Bert  F.  Rader  (1978),  Mclntire  et  al .  (1981),  Michael  E.  Stout  and 
John  W.  Muller  (1983)  and  David  McCullough  (1984).  Cultural  resource 
investigations  are  on-going  and  scheduled  to  be  completed  in  FY  84 
(see  Table  A. 6.1.).  The  human  settlement  and  cultural  history  has 
been  outlined  by  Gagliano  et  al .  (  1975)  and  Mclntire  et  al .  (1981). 
Rather  than  summarizing  their  work,  the  reader  is  directed  to  these 
sources . 

A. 6. 2.  The  proposed  project  is  situated  on  alluvial  deposits  associ 
ated  with  the  Lafourche  Delta  Complex  (Frazier  1967).  This  complex 
was  active  from  appproximately  3,500  years  B.P.  (Before  Present)  to 
the  closing  of  Bayou  Lafourche  in  1904.  Of  particular  importance  to 
the  human  settlement  of  this  area  is  the  Bayou  Blue  lobe  (ca.  1800- 
1700  B.P.)  and  the  Bayou  Lafourche  lobe  (ca.  500-78  B.P.). 

A. 6. 3.  Due  to  the  recent  age  of  the  surface  deposits,  the  earliest 
human  occupation  of  this  area  probably  does  not  predate  the  terminal 
Troyville  or  initial  Coles  Creek  Periods  (Mclntire  1958,  Gagliano,  e 
al.  1975).  The  earlist  deposits  which  can  be  identified  within  the 
vicinity  of  the  project  area  consist  of  a  series  of  relict  natural 
levees.  These  levees,  which  once  supported  woody  vegetation,  have 
subsided  to  marsh  level  or,  in  some  cases,  to  the  near  subsurface. 
The  abandoned  stream  courses,  which  can  be  traced  on  the  color  infra 
red  aerial  photographs,  support  a  plant  community  that  is  different 
from  the  surrounding  marsh.  In  a  few  cases,  underfit  streams  now 
occupy  earlier  abandoned  channels.  This  early  system  flows  east- 
northeast  and  extends  from  Clovelly  Farms  to  the  vicinity  of  Chicot 
Point.  These  courses  predate  the  late  Bayou  Lafourche  lobe  and  are 
probably  associated  with  the  Bayou  Blue  lobe.  If  the  Bayou  Blue 
association  is  accurate,  these  channels  were  active  approxi- 


TABLE  A. 6.1 


CULTURAL  RESOURCES  INVESTIGATIONS 


LEVEE  SEGMENT 


STATUS  OF  CULTURAL  RESOURCES 
INVESTIGATIONS 


LAROSE  FLOODGATE 
SECTION  C 
SECTION  B  NORTH 
SECTION  A  WEST 
GOLDEN  MEADOW  FLOODGATE 
SECTION  A  EAST 
SECTION  D 
SECTION  E  NORTH 
SOUTH 

SECTION  F 
LL&E 

CLOVELLY  FARMS 


Stout  and  Muller  1983 
Field  recon  scheduled  for  FY  84 
Field  recon  scheduled  for  FY  84 
Field  recon  scheduled  for  FY  84 
Rader  1978 

Mclntire  et  al .  1981 
Survey  scheduled  for  FY  84 
To  be  surveyed  in  FY  85 
To  be  surveyed  in  FY  84 
Mclntire  et  al.  1981 
Gibson  1978 
Gibson  1978 


mately  1800-1900  years  ago.  The  dates  for  this  course  are  based  on 
radio  carbon  dating  of  interdistr ibutary  peat  deposits. 

A. 6. 4.  The  first  recorded  site  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project,  site 
(16LFi),  was  recorded  by  Kniffen  in  1941,  and  was  visited  by  Gibson 
(1978)  during  his  cultural  resources  survey  of  the  Clovelly  Farms 
levee  alinemnt.  This  site  consists  of  Rangia  cuneata  shell  and 
organically  stained  earth  midden.  This  site  will  not  be  impacted  by 
the  proposed  project. 

A. 6. 5.  In  the  immediate  area  surrounding  site  16LF1,  Gibson  (1978) 
recorded  seven  small  in  situ  Rangia  shell  middens  (16LF57,  16LF58, 
16LF59,  16LF60,  16LF61,  L6LF62,  16LF63).  These  sites  are  located 
near,  but  outside  of  the  project  corridor,  on  the  West  Fork  Bayou 
L'Ours  natural  levee,  and  will  not  be  impacted  by  the  proposed 
project . 

A. 6. 6.  In  t,he  vicinity  of  the  Louisiana  Land  and  Exploration  Company 
(LL&E)  farms,  Mclntire  reported  two  sites,  16LF54  and  16LF88,  in  1974 
during  a  survey  of  the  proposed  Louisiana  Offshore  Oil  Port.  Site 
16LF54  was  visited  by  Gibson  (1978),  who  described  the  site  as  "an 
earthen  rangia  shell  midden  with  an  associated  earthen  (apparently 
conical  mound."  The  site  is  approximately  0.4  miles  east  of  the 
proposed  levee  corridor  and  would  not  be  impacted.  Gibson  (1978) 
searched,  but  was  unable  to  relocate  16LF88.  The  site  is  reported  to 
be  on  the  Bayou  Raphael  natural  levee.  The  site  record  indicated  that 
it  is  "apparently  a  village  or  campsite  with  midden  area."  The  record 
does  not  indicate  a  cultural  association,  but  notes  that  it  can  only 
be  "found  in  the  fall  or  winter  due  to  dense  vegetation  cover." 
Additional  efforts  will  be  made  to  relocate  the  site.  If  the  site  is 
to  be  impacted  by  the  proposed  project,  a  determination  of  site 
significance  will  be  completed. 

A. 6. 7.  In  1973,  Coastal  Environments,  Inc.,  performed  a  survey  of 
archeological  sites  along  the  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway  (G1WW)  in 
Louisiana.  The  survey  reported  two  sites  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
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project,  16LF36,  an  earth  and  shell  midden,  and  16LF76,  a  buried  shell 
midden.  Neither  site  would  be  affected  by  the  project.  The  waterway 
cuts  across  the  earlier  delta  deposits,  and  the  buried  sites  probably 
were  situated  on  natural  levee  crests  associated  with  this  eariler 
system.  The  relatively  large  number  of  recorded  archeological  sites 
on  the  GIWW  between  Bayou  Lafourche  and  Catahoula  Bay  are  probably 
because  the  waterway  parallels  the  general  direction  of  levee 
development.  Consequently,  waterway  construction  parallelled  the 
crests  of  the  abandoned  and  now  subsided  natural  levee. 

A. 6. 8.  Although  the  cultural  resources  survey  conducted  by  Mclntire 
et  al.  (1981)  included  subsurface  testing,  the  survey  failed  to  locate 
any  surface  or  subsurface  sites  in  the  project  alinement  between 
Clovelly  Farms  and  the  GIWW.  There  is  a  potential  of  uncovering 
buried  remains  once  extensive  earth  moving  operations  begin.  This 
area  has  been  identified  as  archeological ly  sensitive  and  would  be 
periodically  monitored  by  professional  archeologists  during 
construction.  In  addition,  Corps  project  inspectors  would  be  advised 
of  the  potential  for  buried  remains. 

A. 6. 9.  One  previously  unrecorded  archeological ly  site  (16LF97)  was 
discovered  by  Mclntire  et  al.  (1981).  This  site  lies  outside  the 
proposed  Corps  levee  alinement  and  would  not  be  impacted  by 
construction.  Borings  through  the  peripheral  marsh  indicate  that  the 
flaring  edge  of  the  midden  base  lies  1.0  meter  below  the  present  marsh 
surface.  Although  it  was  not  possible  to  hand  auger  through  shell 
midden,  subsequent  borings  farther  from  the  site  showed  a  brown- 
amphorphous  Lnterdistributary  peat  5.0  meters  below  the  surface.  This 
peat  is  associated  with  the  relict  Bayou  Blue  lobe  course  that  extends 
east  of  Clovelly  Farms.  The  peat  was  overlaid  with  about  1.5  meters 
of  alluvial  silt  clay  that  was  capped  with  approximately  3.5  meters  of 
light  brown  fibrous  peat  to  the  marsh  surface  (Mclntire  et  al . 

198L).  The  silty  clays  probably  represent  sediments  deposited  by  the 
progradation  of  the  late  Bayou  Lafourche  lobe,  while  the  upper  peat 
represents  organic  accumulation  following  subsidence  of  the  natural 
love*-.  i he  presence  of  the  late  Bayou  Lafourche  progradation  into  the 
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area  can  be  seen  also  on  the  aerial  photographs.  Although  the  hand 
auger  did  not  penetrate  to  the  base  of  the  shell  midden,  Rangia 
cuaeata  shell  fragments  were  found  mixed  with  silty  clay  directly 
overlying  the  lower  peat.  If  we  can  assume  that  these  Rangia  shell 
fragments  are  culturally  derived,  it  is  reasonable  to  postulate  that 
site  16LF97  is  situated  on  the  crest  of  a  Bayou  Lafourche  lobe  natural 
levee.  Traces  of  the  levee  crest  can  be  seen  on  both  the  United 
States  Geological  Survey  quadrangles  and  the  aerial  photographs. 
Mclntire  et  al .  (1981)  reported  finding  two  small  decorated  sherds 
which  "appear  to  be  Mississippian  in  age  but  with  the  possibility  of 
extending  into  Coles  Creek."  The  cultural  association  is  consistent 
with  the  geologic  dates. 

A. 6. 10.  South  of  the  Clovelly  Farms,  the  Corps  levee  alinement 
follows  the  natural  levees  of  West  Fork  Bayou  d'  Ours  and  Bayou 
Raphael.  Both  streams  are  associated  with  the  Bayou  Lafourche  lobe 
and  are  probably  around  500-600  years  old.  Along  the  eastern  edge  of 
Clovelly  Farms,  hand  augering  uncovered  Rangia  shell  at  a  depth  of 
approximately  1.0  meter  (Gibson  1978).  These  deposits  did  not  contain 
artifacts  and  are  presumed  to  be  natural  shell  beds  that  accumulated 
in  an  interdistributary  lake.  Rangia  shell  also  was  also  exposed  in 
the  disposal  bank  of  the  Clovelly  Farms  levee.  Again,  no  artifacts 
were  recorded. 

A. 6. 11.  The  presence  of  Rangia  shell  indicates  that  Bayous  L'Ours  and 
Raphael  were  prograding  across  the  eroded  and  subsided  Bayou  Blue 
lobe.  The  Bayou  Blue  interlevee  flank  depressions  were  occupied  by 
brackish  lakes  and  bays.  As  the  active  Bayou  L'Ours  and  Raphael 
channels  continued  to  prograde,  the  bays  were  filled  with  sediment  and 
the  surrounding  areas  probably  were  transformed  into  freshwater 
marsh.  The  presence  of  Rangia  shell  at  sites  16LF97  and  16LF1 
indicates  the  continued  presence  of  brackish  waters  in  the  vicinity. 

A. 6. 12.  In  the  vicinity  of  the  Larose  Floodgate,  Stout  and  Muller 
(1983)  located  no  in  situ  archeological  remains.  Seven  relatively 
recent  standing  structures  were  recorded  during  the  survey.  None  of 


these  structures  met  the  criteria  for  inclusion  on  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places-  Stout  and  Muller  did  record  a  cultural 
resource  of  historical  significance  in  the  project  imapct  area,  the 
passenger  vessel  "M/V  Fox."  The  M/V  Fox  has  been  determined  eligible 
for  inclusion  in  the  National  Register.  The  "Fox"  was  pulled  onto  the 
bank  as  much  as  50  years  ago  and  is  in  deteriorating  condition.  The 
vessel's  significance  is  based  on  its  unique  design  and  its 
contribution  to  local  history.  Alternatives  to  avoid  adverse  project 
impacts  on  the  M/V  Fox  were  investigated.  No  feasible  and  prudent 
alternative  is  available  and  demolition  is  necessary.  A  Memorandum  of 
Agreement  stipulating  mitigation  measures  for  the  M/V  Fox  is  now  in 
process . 
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A.  7.  RECREATIONAL  RESOURCES 


A.  7. 1.  General. 


The  Larose  to  Golden  Meadow  Study  Area  is  contained  within  and  defined 
by  the  boundary  of  the  southeastern  Louisiana  Parish  of  Lafourche. 

The  natural  and  recreational  resources  of  the  study  area  provide  wide 
and  varied  opportunities  for  outdoor  recreational  activities.  The 
area  is  characterized  by  extensive  fresh  and  brackish  marsh  and  large 
lakes.  Because  of  the  excellent  wildlife  and  fisheries  habitat, 
hunting  and  fishing  are  the  main  recreational  activities.  Developed 
recreational  facilities  such  as  campgrounds,  picnic  areas,  trails,  and 
golf  courses  are  very  limited  or  completely  absent  because  of  the  lack 
of  suitable  soils  and  topography.  Support  facilities  such  as  boat 
launching  ramps,  access  facilities,  and  retail  stores  are  limited 
because  construction  of  roads,  buildings,  and  other  structures  is 
difficult  and  costly.  Access  is  limited  mainly  to  boats  or  special 
floating  vehicles. 

A . 7 . 2 .  Existing  Recreational  Areas  and  Facilities. 

Outdoor  recreational  facilities  in  the  study  area  consist  mostly  of 
public  and  commercial  boat  launching  ramps  or  slings.  Additionally, 
there  are  two  state  wildlife  management  areas  which  offers  public 
hunting  for  big  game,  small  game,  and  waterfowl.  Larger  communities 
within  the  parish  provide  small-scale  community  parks,  playgrounds, 
and  picnic  areas. 

The  current  Louisiana  State  Comprehensive  Outdoor  Recreation  Plan 
(SCORP)  includes  1980  inventories  of  existing  recreational  areas  and 
facilities.  Table  A. 7.1.  lists  the  current  supply  of  outdoor 
recreational  facilities  of  the  study  area  by  category  and 
proprietorship,  and  generally  characterizes  each  site. 


TABLE  A. 7-1 


EXISTINC  OUTDOOR  RECREATIONAL  FACILITIES  INVENTORY 
LAROSE  TO  GOLDEN  MEADOW  STUDY  AREA 


Proprietorship/Facility  Name 


Boat  Launching  Lanes  Other  Amenities 


State  Areas 

Point-au-Chien  Wildlife 
Management  Area 
Wisner  Wildlife  Management 
Area 

Parish/Local  Areas 


Parish  Landing  1 

Bell  Pass  Marina  1 

Choctaw  Boat  Ramp  1 

Race  land  Boat  Ramp  3 

Lockport  Boat  Ramp  6 

Lake  Fields  Wildlife 
Community  Ward 

La rose  Boat  Ramp  2 

Golden  Meadow  Boat  Launch  2 

Public  Boat  Ramp  1 

Peltier  Park 

Lockport  Boat  Ramp  1 

Acadia  Park 

Bayous ide  Boat  Ramp  1 

Delta  Farms  Boat  Ramp  1 


Thibodeaux  Recreation  Department 


Levert's  Bayou  Side  Park  1 
Exxon  Boat  Ramp  on  Breton  Canal  1 
VFW  Boat  Launch  1 


29,000  Hunting  Acres 
21,621  Hunting  Acres 


60’  Fishing  Pier 
1,000  Hunting  Acres 


18  Picnic  Tables 
20  Picnic  Tables 


5  Picnic  Tables 
14  Tent  Camping  Sites 
10  Trailer  Camping 
Spaces 


\  ~  1  ( > 


Proprietorship/Facili ty  Name 


Boat  Launching  Lanes 


Other  Amenities 


I 


Harvey  Cypress  Inn  Boat  Launch  1 
Jog  Romes  Boat  Ramp  1 
Melancon  Boat  Launch  1 
Scuddy  Boat  Launch  1 
South  Louisiana  Recreation 

Resort  Inc.  1 

Sam  Foret  Boat  Ramp  1 
Pleasure  Ponds  1 
Charlie  Hardison's  Grocery  1 
B-B's  Marina  1 
Leeville  Trailer  Park  1 
Four chon  Boat  Launch  4 
Gus's  Boat  Launch  1 
Clovelly  Farms  1 


75'  Fishing  Pier 
50'  Fishing  Pier 
100'  Fishing  Pier 


1,035  Hunting  Acres 
25  Trailer  Camping 
Spaces 

20'  Fishing  Pier 


Recreational  Potential 


Lafourche  Parish  is  located  within  State  Planning  Region  3  which 
includes  five  other  Louisiana  parishes.  The  entire  planning  region 
represents  only  about  7.6  percent  of  the  state's  total  population. 
Because  of  its  close  proximity  to  the  Greater  New  Orleans  Metropolitan 
Area,  the  study  area  will  continue  to  supply  outdoor  recreational 
opportunities  to  the  populus  of  both  urban  and  suburban  areas.  Two 
major  landscape  divisions  cover  the  entire  region  -  alluvial  flood 
plain  in  the  northern  portion  and  coastal  marsh  to  the  south.  The 
coastal  marsh  and  associated  estuarine  areas  provide  millions  of  user- 
days  for  water-related  sports  and  offer  vast  potential  for  future 
development . 


A-7.4.  Recreational  Supply,  Demand,  and  Need. 


Recreational  needs  are  determined  by  comparing  demand  with  existing 
supply.  The  State  of  Louisiana's  Department  of  Culture,  Recreation, 
and  Tourism,  Division  of  Outdoor  Recreation,  Office  of  Program 
Development,  conducted  a  statewide  recreational  facility  inventory  in 
1979-1980  and  a  recreational  demand/ participation  survey  in  1980.  An 
analysis  of  the  results  of  these  recent  surveys  revealed  substantial 
recreational  demands  and  needs  for  additional  recreational  resource 
and  facility  development  within  the  state  planning  region  encompassing 
the  study  area.  Recreational  activities  reflecting  the  greatest 
demand  and  need  for  the  study  area  are  generally  classified  as  outdoor 
activities,  and,  of  these,  many  are  natural  resource  oriented  such  as 
hunting  and  fishing. 

A. 7. 5.  Plan  Alternative  Assessment. 


Project  construction  would  impact  both  the  existing  and  future  use  of 
lands  and  waters  which  provide  opportunity  for  fish  and  wildlife 
oriented  recreation.  Project  impacts  generally  can  be  classified  as 
direct  or  secondary.  Direct  impacts  result  directly  from  project 


construction,  i.e.,  levee  building,  etc.  Induced  impacts  occur  as  a 
result  of  the  project  being  in  place,  i.e.,  pumping  of  leveed 
wetlands,  clearing  of  bottomland  hardwoods  for  agricultural,  etc. 

Both  types  of  impacts  would,  in  this  case,  affect  recreational 
resources  from  the  land-use  perspective.  The  impacts  of  each  plan 
alternative  are  evaluated  on  the  basis  of  sport  hunting  potential 
losses  or  gains  which  are  incurred  as  a  result  of  construction  of  the 
project . 

The  capacity  of  the  land  to  support  a  given  number  of  man-days  per 
acre  of  hunting  supply  based  upon  a  biological  sustained  harvest  rate 
(hunting  carrying  capacity)  can  be  measured  and  serves  as  an  effective 
evaluation  means  of  project  impacts  on  consumptive  wildlife  recreation 
which  predominates  the  study  area.  Man-days  of  supply  were  calculated 
by  first  assuming  that,  based  upon  a  high  market  area  demand,  each 
acre  of  available  hunting  habitat  afforded  by  the  project  would  be 
used  to  its  optimal  carrying  capacity  for  each  respective  hunting 
activity  type.  The  hunting  carrying  capacity  is  expressed  in  terms  of 
hunting  man-days  per  acre  for  each  habitat  type  and  hunting  activity 
type.  Carrying  capacity  multiplied  times  the  number  of  habitat  acres 
yields  man-days  of  potential  hunting  supply. 

These  man-days  of  supply  can  be  translate'  into  an  overall  monetary 
worth,  based  upon  a  unit-day  value  (UDV)  previously  derived  for  this 
region  in  the  recreational  analysis  of  the  Louisiana  Coastal  Area 
Freshwater  Diversion  Study  which  overlaps  this  study  area.  Unit-day 
values  were  assigned  to  each  hunting  activity  through  the  analysis  of 
evaluation  criteria  and  standards  as  prescribed  in  the  Water  Resource 
Council's  Principles  and  Guidelines.  The  five  criteria  and  associated 
measurement  standards  are  designed  to  reflect  quality,  relative 
scarcity,  en: “  of  access,  and  esthetic  features  of  the  recreational 
resource  to  be  evaluated.  The  evaluation  of  these  criteria  with 
respect  to  t  lie  resource  yields  a  point  value  which  is  converted  into 


a  correspond!  ng  specific  dollar  value  contained  in  a  range  of  UDV 
provided  in  the  most  current  published  schedule.  The  approved  FY  83 
ranges  of  values  are: 


General  recreation 


$1 .60  -  4.80 


Specialized  recreation  $6.50  -  19.00 

UDV's  selected  for  use  in  this  study  are  based  upon  a  point  value  of 
60  for  each  hunting  activity  in  its  respective  range  classification 
under  the  FY  83  schedule. 


Table  A. 7. 2.  is  a  summary  of  the  recreational  man-days  of  supply  and 
associated  dollar  values  for  each  plan  alternative  and  the  comparative 
differences  of  each  plan  with  those  of  the  f uture-wi thout  project 
conditions. 

Although  the  use  of  several  existing  boat  launching  facilities  that 
provide  access  into  local  water  bodies  would  be  temporarily  disrupted 
during  levee  construction,  provisions  for  temporary  access  are  being 
planned  by  the  South  Lafourche  Parish  Levee  Board.  Additionally,  the 
Levee  Board  is  planning  to  provide  public  boat  access  at  eight  pumping 
plants  that  would  be  constructed  in  conjunction  with  the  project. 

These  boat  ramps  would  be  constructed  as  time  and  funding  permit. 
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SECTION  A. 8. 


TABLE  A. 8.1. 

FUR  CATCH  AND  VALUE 


Species 

Marsh  Type 

Fresh/Intermediate 

Brackish 

Musk  r a  t 

Average  catch/acroi 

0.09^/ 

0.08 

Value/ pelt— 

$5.43 

$5.43 

Value/ac re 

$0,488 

$0.46 

Nutria 

Average  catch/acre 

0.40*?/ 

0.09 

Value/pelt 

$7.39 

$7.39 

Value/acre 

$2.15 

$0.64 

Mink 

Average  catch/acre 

0.001  it/ 

0.001 

Value/ pelt 

$13.67 

$13.67 

Value/acre 

$0.02 

$0,015 

Otter 

Average  catch/acre 

0.000 5^ 

0.0002 

Value/ pelt 

$44.55 

$44.55 

Value/ac  re 

$0.02 

$0.01 

Raccoon 

Average  catch/acre 

0.000?/ 

O.Olt/ 

Value/pelt 

$11.46 

$11.46 

Value/ac  re 

0.11 

0.09 

TOTAL 

Average  catch/acre 

0.50 

0.18 

Gross  value/acre 

Net  Value/ac ro— ' 

$3.57 

$1.21 

$2.68 

$0.91 

a/ 

—  Average  catch  per 

acre,  unless  otherwise  noted, 

from  Palmisano  (1973). 

— ^  Represents  mean  of 

fresh  and  intermediate  marsh 

average 

harvest/ acre. 

—  Based  on  a  1976-81 

running  average  of  prices  received  by 

the  trapper, 

expressed  in  1981  dollars  using  the  CPI  Index  for 

Hides, 

Skins,  Leather,  and 

Related  Products. 

—  Represents  one-half  of  the  combined  maximum  production  for  fresh  and 
Intermediate  marsh  types. 

~  Represents  one-half  the  maximum  value. 

1/  Cost  of  harvest  is  25%  of  gross  returns. 
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SECTION  A.  9. 


TABLE  A. 9.1 

PRIMARY  AMBIENT  AIR  QUALITY  STANDARDS 


Air  Contaminant  Standard 

Maximum  Permissible  Concentration 


Suspended  Particulate 


3 

75ug/m  ^Annual  geometric  mean) 

260  ug/m  (Maximum  24-hour  concentration 
not  to  be  exceeded  more  than  once  per  year) 


Sulfur  Dioxide  80  ug/m  or  0.03  ppm  (annual  arithmetic 

mean) 

(SO2)  365  ug/m^  or  0.14  ppm  (Maximum  24-hour 

concentra-  tion  not  to  be  exceeded  more  than 
once  per  year) 


Carbon  Monoxide 
(CO) 


3 

10,000  ug/m  or  9ppm  (Maximum  8-hour 
concentration  not  to  be  exceeded  more  than 
once  per  yeajp 

40,000  ug/m  or  35  ppm  (Maximum  1-hour 
concentration  not  to  be  exceeded  more  than 
once  per  year) 


Ozone  235  ug/M  (0.12  ppm).  The  standard  is 

attained  when  the  expected  number  of  days 
per  calendar  year  with  maximum  hourly 
average  concentrations  above  0.12  ppm  (235 
micrograms  (ug)/M  )  is  equal  to,  or  less 
than,  one  as  determined  by  40  CFR  50 
Appendix  H. 


Nitrogen  Dioxide 
(N02) 


3 

100  ug/m  (0.05  ppm)  (annual  arithmetic 
mean) 


SOURCE:  Louisiana  Air  Pollution  Regulations 
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CONSISTENCY  DETERMINATION 
LOUISIANA  COASTAL  ZONE  MANAGEMENT  PROGRAM 


1.  Introduction 

Section  307  of  the  Coastal  Zone  Management  Act  fCZM)  of  1972,  16  U.S.C. 
14S1  et  seq  requires  that  "each  Federal  agency  conducting  or  supporting 
activities  directly  affecting  the  coastal  zone  shall  conduct  or  support 
those  activities  in  a  manner  which  is,  to  the  maximum  extent  praticable, 
consistent  with  approved  state  management  programs."  In  accordance  with 
Section  307,  a  consistency  determination  has  been  made  for  the  Larose  to 
Golden  Meadow  Hurricane  Protection  Levee  Project.  Coastal  Use 
Guidelines  were  written  in  order  to  implement  the  policies  and  goals  of 
the  Louisiana  Coastal  Resources  Program,  and  serve  as  a  set  of 
performance  standards  for  evaluating  projects  or  proposals  on  their 
individual  merits  for  compliance  with  the  guidelines.  Compliance  with 
the  Louisiana  Coastal  Resources  Program,  and  therefore  Section  307, 
requires  compliance  with  applicable  Coastal  Use  Guidelines.  A 
determination  of  the  consistency  of  the  project  with  the  guidelines  is 
presented  in  the  following  text. 

B.2.  History  and  Project  Description 

B.2.1.  In  the  early  1960's,  local  interests  in  Lafourche  Parish 
constructed  a  low-ring  levee  from  Larose  to  the  vicinity  of  Golden 
Meadow.  The  levee  was  approximately  40  arpents  from  Bayou  Lafourche  and 
was  drained  hv  several  low-1  iff  pumps.  Thev  then  renuested  Federal  help 
in  bringing  the  levee  to  a  height  to  provide  hurricane  protection.  In 
1966,  Congress  authorized  [he  raising  of  the  local  levee,  construction 
of  two  navigable  floodgates  in  Bayou  Lafourche,  and  installation  of 


seven  multi-barrelled  culverts  for  interior  drainage.  At  the  request  of 
local  interests,  pumping  stations  replaced  the  culverts  and  the  1  :ee 
was  realined  to  extend  two  miles  south  of  Golden  Meadow.  The 
realinement  inclosed  approximately  2,700  ares  of  marsh/ponds.  In  1974, 
a  Final  Environmental  impact  Statement  was  filed  with  the  Council  on 
Environmental  Quality.  In  December  1974,  a  Section  404  Public  Notice 
was  issued  and  in  their  comments,  the  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and 
National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  recommended  changes  in  levee 
alinements  in  two  reaches.  In  Section  C  South,  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
decided  realinement  was  prohibitively  expensive.  In  Section  A  East,  the 
aLinement  that  impacted  2,700  acres  of  marsh/pond  was  changed  to  impact 
the  least  amount  of  marsh/pond  practicable  (1,217  acres),  and  the  Corps 
began  to  develop  a  mitigation  plan.  In  1  975,  construction  began  on  the 
Federal  project,  and  most  first  lifts  have  been  completed  on  the  west 
side.  Focal  interests  have  requested  that  the  Federal  project  be 
expanded  to  include  two  privately  leveed  agricultural  properties  on  the 
east  side  of  Bayou  Lafourche.  The  FIS  supplement  analyzes  the  impacts 
of  such  work. 

B.2.2.  In  summary,  the  Federal  action  consists  of  upgrading  a  local 
protection  levee  system  extending  from  the  Intracoastal  Waterway  at 
Larose,  Louisiana,  to  2  miles  south  of  Golden  Meadow,  Louisiana; 
construction  of  floodgates  on  Bayou  Lafourche  at  the  upper  and  lower 
limits  of  the  protection  levee;  and  installation  of  pumping  stations. 

The  finished  levee  system  would  have  a  net  grade  elevation  of  13.0  feet 
National  Geodeic  Verticle  Datum  (NGVD)  at  Golden  Meadow  and  would  vary 
to  8.5  feet  NGVD  near  Larose,  Louisiana. 

B.2.3.  The  proposed  mitigation  plan  consists  of  construction  of  7  miles 
of  low  earthen  levee  (+4  NGVD)  along.  Cutoff  Canal,  Grand  Bayou,  and 
Grand  Bayou  Canal.  Two  water-control  structures  also  would  he 
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constructed  in  Grand  Bayou  and  one  in  Cutoff  Canal  (see  Draft 
Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DSEIS)  Plate  3).  The 
majority  of  the  mitigation  area  is  in  Pointe  au  Chien  Wildlife 
Management  Area.  This  mitigation  plan  has  been  developed  in  conjunction 
with  the  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  the  Louisiana  Department  of 
Wildlife  and  Fisheries.  It  has  been  approved  by  the  South  Lafourche 
Levee  District . 

B.2.4.  This  Consistency  Determination  will  consider  work  remaining  to 
be  done  on  the  ring  levee  [C  North,  F,  E  North,  E  South,  D,  A  East, 
Clovelly  Farms,  and  LL&E  (see  DSEIS  Plate  6)]  and  the  mitigation  plan. 
Acreages  quoted  will  be  slightly  different  from  the  accompanying  DSEIS 
because  impacts  in  completed  Sections  C  South  &  A  East  will  not  be 
considered.  Impacts  of  these  reaches  are  discussed  in  the  DSEIS  because 
they  were  not  analyzed  in  the  1974  Final  EIS,  and  because  they  must  be 
considered  in  the  mitigation  analysis. 

B.3.  Guidelines 

1.  GUIDELINES  APPLICABLE  TO  ALL  USES 

Guideline  1.1-1. 6:  Acknowledged. 

Guideline  1.7  It  is  the  policy  of  the  coastal  resources  program  to 
avoid  the  following  adverse  impacts.  To  this  end,  all  uses  and 
activities  shall  be  planned,  sited,  designed,  constructed,  and  operated 
and  maintained  to  avoid  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable  significant: 

Guideline  1.7  (a)  Reductions  in  the  natural  supply  of  sediment  and 
nutrients  to  the  coastal  system  by  alterations  of  freshwater  flow. 

Res [X) use  1.7  (a):  The  blocking  of  four  canals  by  the  levee  would  alter 
freshwater  flow  but  would  not  significantly  reduce  sediment  and  nutrient 
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flows  because  these  canals  presently  carry  only  minor  amounts  of  such 
materials.  The  proposed  pumping  stations  would  export  sediment  and 
nutrients  to  the  external  system  when  they  operate.  The  propose  I  water- 
control  structures  would  not  impact  flow  of  sediment  of  nutrients. 

Guideline  1.7  (b)  Adverse  economic  impacts  on  the  locality  of  the  use 
and  affected  governmental  bodies. 

Response  1.7  (b):  Adverse  economic  impacts  of  the  tentatively  selected 
plan  would  be  limited  to  the  burden  of  30  percent  of  the  construction 
costs  and  al  L  operation  arid  maintenance  costs.  However,  the  hurricane 
protection  levee  would  provide  substantial  protection  to  life  and 
property.  The  benefit  cost  ratio  of  this  project  is  4.7  to  1. 

Guideline  1.7  (c)  Detrimental  discharges  of  inorganic  nutrient 
compounds  into  coastal  waters. 

Response  1.7  (c):  Temporary  eutrophlc  conditions  due  to  increased 
nutrient  supplies  accompanying  dredging  activities  may  occur  in  certain 
local  waterways.  These  conditions  would  dissipate  quickly. 

Guideline  1.7  (d)  Alterations  in  the  natural  concentration  of  oxygen  in 
coastal  waters. 

Response  1.7  (d):  Possible  short-term  and  long-term  oxygen  deficits 
could  be  expected  in  waterways  adjacent  to  the  levee  alinements.  Short¬ 
term  deficits  induced  by  resuspension  of  highly  organic  sediments,  poor 
circulation,  increased  turbidities  and  consequent  reductions  in 
photosynthesis,  could  occur  in  waterways  immediately  adjacent  to 
construction  operations.  Long-term  impacts  could  include  lower  DO 
levels  due  to  alteration  in  the  hydrologic  regime  caused  by  the  levees 
blocking  existing  canals.  The  duration  and  severity  of  oxygen  deficits 
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would  be  dependent  on  numerous  factors  Including  season,  precipitation, 
tidal  effects,  and  climatology. 

Guideline  1.7  (e)  Destruction  or  adverse  alterations  of  streams, 
wetland,  tidal  passes,  inshore  waters  and  water  bottoms,  beaches,  dunes, 
barrier  islands,  and  other  natural  biologically  valuable  areas  or 
protective  coastal  features. 

Response  1.7  (e):  The  tentatively  selected  plan  would  impact 
approximately  1,030  acres  of  fresh  to  brackish  marsh,  727  acres  of 
bottomland  hardwoods,  141  acres  of  wooded  swamp,  and  630  acres  of  open 
water.  When  compared  to  f uture-without  project  conditions,  only  about 
300  acres  of  wetlands  would  be  lost.  Construction  of  the  mitigation 
plan  levee  would  destroy  73  acres  of  marsh  and  9  acres  of  open  water. 
However,  implementation  of  Lhe  mitigation  plan  would  stabilize  water 
levels  and  moderate  salinity  flucuations  within  a  4,598  acre  pond/marsh 
area.  This  mitigation  plan  should  provide  a  more  stable  environment  for 
fish  and  wildlife  communities,  and  thereby  promote  biological 
productivity  within  this  area.  The  mitigation  plan  would  compensate  for 
the  habitat  lost  due  to  levee  raising  activities. 

Guidel  i.ne  1.7  ( f )  Adverse  disruption  «>,  existing  social  patterns. 

Response  1.7  (f):  Adverse  disruptions  of  existing  social  patterns 
associated  with  the  tentatively  selected  plan  would  he  confined  to  the 
relocation  of  approximately  eigiit  residences  and  some  commercial 
es tab li shmo  nts. 

Guideline  1.7  (g)  Alterations  of  the  natural  temperature  regime  of 
coastal  waters. 

Response  1.7  (>;):  The  temperature  regime  would  not  be  altered 
significantly  due  to  project  construction  or  mitigation. 
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Guideline  L.7  (h)  Detrimental  changes  in  existing  salinity  regimes. 


Response  1.7  (h):  Salinities  within  the  leveed  areas  would  be  expected 
to  decrease  from  their  presently  low  levels.  Salinities  in  the  areas 
outside  the  project  would  not  be  significantly  affected.  Salinities  in 
the  mitigation  area  would  be  lowered,  which  would  improve  fish  and 
wildlife  productivity. 

Guideline  1.7  (i)  Detrimental  changes  in  littoral  and  sediment 
transport  processes. 

Response  1.7  (i):  No  significant  changes  expected. 

Guide  line  1.7  ( j )  Adverse  effects  of  cumulative  impacts. 

Response  1.7  (j):  Construction  of  the  tentatively  selected  plan  would 
result  in  the  loss  of  1,050  acres  of  marsh  and  630  acres  of  open  water; 
and  construction  of  the  mitigation  plan  would  eliminate  73  acres  of 
marsh.  This  loss,  combined  with  past  agricultural  clearing  and 
residential  and  commercial  development,  would  have  a  negative  cumulative 
impact  on  the  areas'  biological  productivity  and  esthetic  value. 

However,  wi thout-pr o ject ,  marsh  habitat  would  be  lost  due  to  subsidence 
and  saltwater  intrusion  >  t.l  as  described  above,  comp.nud  to  future- 
without  project  conditions,  only  about  300  acres  of  wetlands  would  be 
lost.  The  mitigation  plan  would  compensate  for  this  loss. 

Guideline  1.7  (k)  Detrimental  discharges  of  suspended  solids  into 
coastal  waters,  including  turbidity  resulting  from  dredging. 

Response  1.7  (k):  With  the  exception  of  waterways  intersected  by  the 
initial  fill  material,  increases  in  turbidity  levels  should  be  localized 
and  only  affect  areas  immediately  adjacent  to  the  borrow  ditches  and 
levee  rights-of-way.  As  the  borrow  canals  are  to  be  principally  located 
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inside  the  leveed  area,  reduced  'runs pert  potential  exists  for  the 
highly  turbid  effluent  waters,  thus  reducing  potentially  impacted 
areas.  Floodside  runoff  would  increase  suspended  particulates  in  the 
immediate  marsh  areas  adjacent  to  the  construction  areas,  hut  because  of 
dense  marsh  vegetation,  should  result  in  only  a  minor  net  transport 
potential. 

In  areas  where  floodside  borrow  canals  would  exist  (LL&E  and  Clovelly 
Farm  Segments),  and  at  major  waterway  crossing  locations,  increased 
transport  potential  would  exist  for  the  highly  turbid  effluent  waters 
anticipated  from  disposal  and  effluent  runoff.  As  a  result  of  the 
transport,  turbid  water  conditions  could  result  for  minor  distances  away 
from  the  actual  disposal  activities.  The  extent  of  impacted  areas  would 
depend  on  the  resulting  water  circulation  patterns  and  ambient  turbidity 
concentrations. 

The  most  significant  impacts  associated  with  increased  suspended 
particulates  would  be  realized  during  the  first  lift  of  the  levee 
cons  truct ion . 

Gui deli  in;  1.7  (  1 )  Reductions  or  blockage  "f  water  1 1 ow  or  natural 
circulation  patterns  within  or  into  an  estuarine  system  or  a  wetland 
fo  res  t . 

Response  1.7  (1):  Levee  construct  ion  associated  with  the  tentatively 
selected  plan  would  block  four  principal  waterway'.,  and  some  other  minor 
waterways  and  drainage  systems: 

o  l'n  named  Gil  Gas  (Iannis  (I.Lc.L  Far::  Segment  ) 

o  Breton  Cm  1 1  (Si  ■  ions  i)  and  E) 

o  15a  Vi  m  de  i  i  .  i  .  i  r  (  Se  i.  t  i  o  u  r  ) 


o  Scully  Canal-lateral  drainage  around  Clovelly 
Farms  (Clovelly  Farm  Section) 

The  mitigation  plan  would  block  several  small  bayous  which  provide 
shallow-water  access  into  the  mitigation  area  via  Grand  Bayou. 

Guideline  1.7  (m)  Discharges  of  pathogens  or  toxic  substances  into 
coastal  waters. 

Response  1.7  (m):  Mo  new  discharge  of  pathogens  would  occur.  A 
moderate  hazard  level  for  toxic  metal  releases  as  a  result  of  disposal 
activities  is  possible. 

Guideline  1.7  (n)  Adverse  alteration  or  destruction  of  archeological, 
historical  or  other  cultural  resources. 

Response  1.7  (n):  The  cultural  resources  investigations  are  ongoing  and 
are  scheduled  to  be  completed  in  FY  84.  The  following  sites  have  been 
recorded  in  or  near  the  proposed  alinement:  X162F1  (possible  site), 
16LF1 ,  16LF57,  16LF58,  16LF59,  16LF60, 16LF6 1 ,  16LF62,  16LF63,  and 
16LF88.  Project  specific  impacts  and  National  Register  eligibility  will 
be  determined  as  part  of  our  continuing  studies. 

Guideline  1.7  (o)  Fostering  of  detrimental  secondary  impacts  in 
undisturbed  or  biologically  highly  productive  wetland  areas. 

Response  1.7  (o):  Implementation  of  the  proposed  project  would  result 
in  the  drainage  of  approximately  650  acres  of  marsh  and  122  acres  of 
wooded  swamp  inclosed  by  the  hurricane  protection  levee.  The  mitigation 
plan  would  compensate  for  this  loss. 


B~S 


Guideline  1.7  (p)  Adverse  alteration  or  destruction  of  unique  or 
valuable  habitats,  critical  habitat  for  endangered  species,  important 
wildlife  or  fishery  breeding  or  nursery  areas,  designated  wildlife 
management  or  sanctuary  areas,  or  forestlands. 

Response  1.7  (p):  The  tentatively  selected  plan  would  not  adversely 
impact  any  critical  habitat  for  endangered  species.  Approximately  1,050 
acres  of  marsh  and  630  acres  of  open-water  habitat  which  serve  as 
fishery  breeding  and  nursery  areas  would  be  filled  or  enclosed  with  the 
levee  system  so  as  to  exclude  future  use  by  estuarine-dependent 
organisms.  In  addition,  approximately  73  acres  of  marsh  and  9  acres  of 
open  water  within  the  Pointe  au  Chien  Wildlife  Management  Area  (WMA) 
would  be  eliminated  as  part  of  the  construction  associated  with  the 
mitigation  plan.  The  mitigation  plan  would  compensate  for  project 
losses  by  stabilizing  salinities  and  water  levels  within  a  4,598-acre 
marsh/pond  area  in  the  WMA  and  insure  its  continued  use  by  fish  and 
wildlife  organisms. 

Guideline  1.7  (q)  Adverse  alteration  or  destruction  of  public  parks, 
shoreline  access  points,  public  works,  designated  recreation  areas, 
scenic  rivers,  or  other  areas  of  public  use  and  concern. 

Response  1.7  (q):  Implementation  of  the  TSP  would  block  four  major 
waterways  which  provide  access  to  outlying  marshes  for  recreational  and 
commercial  fishermen  and  trappers.  Also,  shoreline  access  at  Larose, 
Louisiana,  along  the  GIWW  would  be  blocked  by  the  Larose  floodwall.  The 
levee  and  three  water-control  structures  proposed  for  construction  on 
the  east  side  of  the  mitigation  area  would  block  fishermen  access  into 
the  mitigation  area  via  several  small  bayous.  Boat  launch  ramps  would 
be  constructed  at  several  major  waterways  blocked  by  the  hurricane 
protection  levee. 
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Guide  Line  1.7  ( r )  Adverse  disruptions  of  coastal  wildlife  and  fishery 
migratory  patterns. 

Response  1.7  (r):  The  tentatively  selected  plan  would  not  disrupt  any 
known  coastal  wildlife  or  fishery  migratory  patterns. 

Guide  1 i ne  1.7  ( s )  Land  loss,  erosion  and  subsidence. 

Response  1.7  (s):  This  project  would  not  increase  land  loss,  erosion, 
or  subsidence  appreciably. 

Guideline  1.7  (t)  Increases  in  the  potential  for  flood,  hurricane  or 
other  storm  damage,  or  increases  in  the  likelihood  that  damage  will 
occur  from  such  hazards. 

Response  1.7  (t):  The  tentatively  selected  plan  would  provide  increased 
protection  for  the  residents  of  Larose  and  Golden  Meadow  from  hurricane 
and  high-water  surges. 

Guideline  1.7  (u)  Reductions  in  the  long  term  biological  productivity 
of  the  coastal  ecosystem. 

Response  1.7  (u):  Implementation  of  the  tentatively  selected  plan  would 
result  in  the  permanent  loss  of  approximately  1,050  acres  of  marsh,  727 
acres  of  bottomland  hardwoods  and  141  acres  of  wooded  swamp.  These 
areas  contribute  significantly  to  the  inshore  and  offshore  estuarine 
fishery.  Implementation  of  the  mitigation  plan  would  stabilize 
salinities  and  water  levels  within  a  4,598-acre  marsh/pond  area.  The 
management  of  the  mitigation  area  through  water-level  control  (water- 
control  structures)  would  stimulate  growth  of  floating  aquatics,  reduce 
shoreline  and  marsh  erosion,  and  stablize  salinity  fluctuations 
resulting  from  normal  and  extreme  high  tides  (storm  events)  or  drought 
conditions  in  the  marsh.  The  mitigation  plan  would  not  prevent 
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saltwater  intrusion  as  a  result  of  hurricane  tidal  surges,  but  it  would 
greatly  reduce  the  volume  of  saline  water  which  would  enter  the 
mitigation  area.  By  reducing  the  wide  flucuation  of  salinity  and 
controlling  water  levels  within  the  mitigation  area,  wildlife  and  fish 
productivity  would  be  enhanced. 

Guideline  1.8  In  those  guidelines  in  which  the  modifier  "maximum  extent 
practicable"  is  used,  the  proposed  use  is  in  compliance  with  the 
guideline  if  the  standard  modified  by  the  term  is  complied  with.  If  the 
modified  standard  is  not  complied  with,  the  use  will  be  in  compliance 
with  the  guideline  if  the  permitting  authority  finds,  after  a  systematic 
consideration  of  all  pertinent  information  regarding  the  use,  the  site 
and  the  impacts  of  the  use  as  set  forth  in  Guideline  1.6,  and  a 
balancing  of  their  relative  significance,  that  the  benefits  resulting 
from  the  proposed  use  would  clearly  outweigh  the  adverse  impacts 
resulting  from  noncompliance  with  the  modified  standard  and  there  are  no 
feasible  and  practical  alternative  locations,  methods  and  practices  for 
the  use  that  are  in  compliance  with  the  modified  standard  and: 

a.  significant  pubiic  benefits  will  result  from  the  use,  or; 

b.  the  use  would  serve  important  regional,  state  or  national 
interests,  including  the  national  interest  in  resources  and  the  siting 
of  facilities  in  the  coastal  zone  identified  in  the  coastal  resources 
program,  or; 

c.  the  use  is  coastal  water  dependent. 

Response  1.8:  Acknowledged. 
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Guide  line  1.9  Uses  shall  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable  be  dt.  signed 
and  carried  out  to  permit  multiple  concurrent  uses  which  are  appropriate 
for  the  location  and  to  avoid  unnecessary  conflicts  with  other  uses  of 
the  vicinity. 

Response  1.9:  Acknowledged. 

Guideline  1.10  These  guidelines  are  not  intended  to  be,  nor  shall  they 
be,  interpreted  to  allow  expansion  of  governmental  authority  beyond  that 
established  by  La.  R.S.  49:211.1  through  213.21,  as  amended;  nor  shall 
these  guidelines  be  interpreted  so  as  to  require  permits  for  specific 
uses  legally  commenced  or  established  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  the 
coastal  use  permit  program  nor  to  normal  maintenance  or  repair  of  such 
uses . 

Response  1.10:  Acknowledged. 

2.  GUIDELINES  FOR  LEVEES 

Guideline  2.1  The  leveeing  of  unmodified  or  biologically  productive 
wetlands  shall  be  avoided  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable. 

Response  2.L:  The  tentatively  selected  plan  has  to  the  maximum  extent 
practicable  been  designed  to  avoid  highly  productive  wetland  areas. 
However,  some  wetland  marsh  and  open-water  areas  would  be  impacted  under 
this  plan.  The  proposed  mitigation  plan  compensates  for  this  loss.  The 
levee  alinement  in  the  already  completed  A  East  reach  was  altered  so  as 
to  exclude  1,500  acres  of  wetlands.  An  alternative  that  excluded  586 
acres  of  marsh  and  387  acres  of  forested  wetlands  was  analyzed. 

However,  this  alinement  increased  the  cost  of  the  project  by  $4.3 
million  and  was,  thus,  not  selected. 
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Guideline  2.2  Levees  shall  be  planned  and  sited  to  avoid  segmentation 
of  wetland  areas  and  systems  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable. 

Response  2.2:  The  tentatively  selected  levee  alinement  has  been 
designed  to  avoid  segmentation  of  wetlands  to  the  maximum  extent 
pract icable . 

Guideline  2.3  Levees  constructed  for  the  purpose  of  developing  or 
otherwise  changing  the  use  of  a  wetland  area  shall  be  avoided  to  the 
maximum  extent  practicable. 

Response  2.3:  The  tentatively  selected  plan  was  designed  in  the  early 
1970's  to  provide  hurricane  protection  for  an  area  extending  from  Larose 
to  Golden  Meadow,  by  upgrading  a  previously  constructed  levee.  The 
local  levee  inclosed  1,591  acres  of  marsh  and  forested  wetlands  in  an 
era  when  the  value  of  such  wetlands  was  not  generally  recognized. 
Subsequently,  the  local  assuring  agency  has  requested  inclosure  of 
additional  wetlands.  As  explained  in  Para.  B.2.I.,  the  request  to 
inclose  2,700  acres  of  marsh/pond  (740  of  which  was  marsh)  in  the  now 
completed  A  East  reach  was  turned  down  at  the  insistance  of  the  US  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  and  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service.  It  is  felt 
that  the  amount  of  inclosed  marsh  has  been  reduced  to  the  maximum  extent 
practicable.  The  proposed  mitigation  plan  compensates  for  this  marsh 
los  s . 

Guideline  2.4  Hurricane  and  fLood  protection  levees  shall  be  located  at 
the  nonwetland/wetland  interface  or  landward  to  the  maximum  extent 
pract icab  le . 

Response  2.4:  The  proposed  protection  levees  would  he  located  as  near 
to  the  nnnwn  l  la  nd/wt;  t  land  interface  as  practicable. 
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Guide  L  i  ae  2 . 5  Impoundment  levees  siiaLl  only  be  constructed  in  wetland 
areas  as  pa  r  t  of  approved  water  or  marsh  management  projects  or  10 
prevent  release  of  pollutants. 

Response  2 . 3 :  The  proposed  mitigation  would  involve  constructing  an 
Impoundment  levee  lor  the  intended  purpose  of  marsh  management.  The 
a  linemen t  has  been  coordinated  with  the  Louisiana  Department  of  Wildlife 
and  Fisheries. 

Guideline  2.6  Hurricane  or  flood  protection  levee  systems  shall  be 
designed,  built  and  thereafter  operated  and  maintained  utilizing  best 
practical  techniques  to  minimize  disruptions  of  existing  hydrologic 
patterns,  and  the  interchange  of  water,  beneficial  nutrients  and  aquatic 
organisms  between  inclosed  wetlands  and  those  outside  the  levee  system. 

Response  2.6:  The  proposed  levee  system  would,  to  the  extent 
practicable,  avoid  disruption  ot  existing  hydrologic  patterns.  However, 
several  bayous  and  canals  would  be  blocked  off;  this  impact  would  be 
unavoidable.  Aquatic  habitat  (fresh-brackish  marsh  and  open  water) 
inclosed  within  the  protection  levee  would  be  drained,  and  most  existing 
interchange  of  water,  nutrients,  and  aquatic  organisms  with  outside 
aquatic  environments  would  be  terminated.  The  floodgates  on  Bayou 
Lafourche  would  remain  open  except  prior  to  and  during  hurricanes. 

3.  GUIDELINES  FOR  LINEAR  FACILITIES 

Response  3:  Not  applicable. 

4.  GUIDELINES  FOR  DREDGED  SPOIL  DEPOSITION 


Response  4:  Not  applicable. 


5.  GUIDELINES  FOR  SHORELINE:  MODIFICATION 


Response  5:  Not  applicable. 

6.  GUIDELINES  FOR  SURFACE  ALTERATIONS 

Guideline  6.1  Industrial,  commercial,  urban,  residential,  and 
recreational  uses  are  necessary  to  provide  adequate  economic  growth  and 
development.  To  this  end,  such  uses  will  be  encouraged  in  those  areas 
of  the  coastal  zone  that  are  suitable  for  development.  Those  uses  shall 
be  consistent  with  the  other  guidelines  and  shall,  to  the  maximum  extent 
practicable,  take  place  only: 

a.  on  lands  5  feet  or  more  above  sea  level  or  within  fast  lands; 
or 


b.  on  lands  which  have  foundation  conditions  sufficiently  stable 
to  support  the  use,  and  where  flood  and  storm  hazards  are  minimal  or 
where  protection  from  these  hazards  can  be  reasonably  well  achieved,  and 
where  the  public  safety  would  not  be  uiirea  onabiy  endangered;  and 

(1)  the  land  is  already  in  high  intensity  of 

development  use,  or 

(i)  there  is  adequate  supporting  infrastructure,  or 

(3)  the  vi.-inity  has  a  tradition  of  use  for  similar 
habitation  or  development. 

Response  n.l:  The  tentatively  relented  plan  would  provide  hurricane 
tlood  protect  ion  tor  existin';  res  i  do'r.1  i  a  1  and  commerc  i  a  1  businesses 
located  wit’iia  I  ie  project  .  Ihr  inclosed  wetlands  that  would  he 


developed  lor  residential  and  commercial  purposes  are  generally  within 
40  arpents  of  the  Bayou  -  .1  "traditional"  area  for  development  in 
coastal  Louisiana. 

Guideline  6.2  Public  and  private  works  projects  such  as  levees, 
drainage  improvements,  roads,  airports,  ports,  and  public  utilities  are 
necessary  to  protect  and  support  needed  development  and  shall  be 
encouraged.  Such  projects  shall,  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable, 
take  place  only  when: 

a.  they  protect  or  serve  those  areas  suitable  for  development 
pursuant  to  Guideline  6.1;  and 

b.  they  are  consistent  with  the  other  guidelines;  and 

c.  they  are  consistent  with  all  relevant  adopted  state,  local  and 
regional  plans. 

Response  6.2:  The  project  would  provide  flood  protection  for  existing 
residential  and  commercial  development  and  support  additional 
development  within  the  project  area. 

Guideline  6.3  BLANK  (Deleted) 

Guideline  6.4  To  the  maximum  extent  practicable  wetland  areas  shall  not 
be  drained  or  filled.  Any  approved  drain  or  fill  project  shall  be 
designed  and  constructed  using  best  practical  techniques  to  minimize 
present  and  future  property  damage  and  adverse  environmental  impacts. 

Res|>onse  6.4:  The  tentatively  selected  plan  would  eliminate 
approximately  l, 1)50  acres  of  marsh,  141  acres  of  wooded  swamp,  727  acres 
of  bottomland  hardwoods  and  630  acres  of  open-water  habitat.  These 


impacts  are  unavoidable  and  have  been  reduced  to  the  maximum  extent 
practicable.  Impacts  would  be  compensated  for  by  the  proposed 
mitigation  plan. 

Guideline  6.5  Coastal  water  dependent  uses  shall  be  given  special 
consideration  in  permitting  because  of  their  reduced  choice  of 
alternat ives . 

Response  6.5:  Not  applicable. 

Guideline  6.6  Areas  modified  by  surface  alteration  activities  shall,  to 
the  maximum  extent  practicable,  be  revegetated,  refilled,  cleaned  and 
restored  to  their  predevelopment  condition  upon  termination  of  the  use. 

Response  6.6:  Upon  completion  of  each  levee  lift,  the  area  would  be 
compacted,  shaped,  and  vegetated  in  grasses. 

Guideline  6.7  Site  clearing  shall  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable,  be 
limited  to  those  areas  immediately  required  for  physical  development. 

Response  6.7:  Levee  raising  activities  would  be  done  in  such  a  manner 
as  to  clear  only  those  areas  necessary  to  accommodate  the  proposed 
protection  levee. 

Guideline  6.8  Surface  alterations  shall,  to  the  maximum  extent 
practicable,  be  located  away  from  critical  wildlife  areas  and  vegetation 
areas.  Alterations  in  wildlife  preserves  and  management  areas  shall  be 
conducted  in  strict  accord  with  the  requirements  of  the  wildlife 
ma  nageme nt  body . 

Response  6.8:  Construction  impacts  associated  with  the  tentatively 
selected  plait  would  not  impact  my  wildlife  preserves  or  management 
areas.  However,  the  proposed  mitigation  p  La  n  calls  for  the  construction 
of  a  levee  7  .liies  in  length,  located  in  the  t’ointe  an  Chien  Wildlife 
Management  Area.  The  intended  purpose  of  the  mitigation  plan  is  to 
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compensate  tor  wetland  habitat  loss  due  to  levee  construction  by 
reducing  saltwater  intrusion  into  a  4,598-acre  area  located  within  the 
management  area.  Through  the  use  ot  a  levee  and  three  water-control 
structures,  salinity  fluctuations  and  water  levels  within  the  mitigation 
area  would  he  moderated,  thereby  reducing  marsh  loss  and  stimulating  the 
growth,  of  floating  aquatics.  The  moderations  of  salinities  and  water 
level  extremes  within  this  area  would  promote  fish  and  wildlife  usage 
and  produc t i vi tv . 

Guideline  6.9  Surface  alterations  which  have  high  adverse  impacts  on 
natural  functions  shall  not  occur,  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable,  on 
barrier  islands  and  beaches,  isolated  cheniers,  isolated  natural  ridges 
or  levees,  or  in  wildlife  and  aquatic  species  breeding  or  spawning 
areas,  or  in  important  migratory  routes. 

Response  6.9:  The  tentatively  selected  plan  would  not  impact  any 
barrier  islands,  beaches,  or  isolate  cheniers.  Approximately  1,800 
acres  of  wetland  and  aquatic  habitat  which  is  suitable  for  fishery 
spawning  and/or  nursery  areas  would  be  impacted.  The  proposed 
mitigation  plan  would  compensate  for  this  loss. 

Guide  1 i ne  6 . 10  The  creation  of  low  dissolved  oxygen  conditions  in  the 
water  or  traps  for  heavy  metals  shall  be  avoided  to  the  maximum  extent 
pr act icab le . 

Response  6.10:  Levee  raising  activities  would  result  in  elevated 
turbidity  levels  in  aquatic  environments  immediately  adjacent  to  the 
work  site.  Increased  turbidity  levels  could  lead  to  a  slight  reduction 
in  dissolved  oxygen  levels  in  turbidity-affected  acres.  This  impact 
would  be  short  termed  and  minor. 

Guide] L no  6. 1 1  Surface  mining  and  shell  dredging  shall  be  carried  out 
utilizing  the  best  practical  techniques  to  minimize  adverse 
environmental  impact s. 


Response  6.11:  Not  applicable. 

Guideline  6.12  The  creation  of  underwater  obstructions  which  adversely 
affect  fishing  or  navigation  shall  be  avoided  to  the  maximum  extent 
pract icab le . 

Response  6.12:  The  proposed  hurricane  protection  levee  does  not  include 
any  underwater  structures  or  weirs  which  would  affect  fishing  or 
navigation.  However,  the  proposed  mitigation  plan  does  propose  the 
placement  of  three  water-control  structures  in  association  with  a  7- 
mile-long  levee.  The  placement  of  these  structures  would  block  several 
small  bayous  which  provide  access  into  the  mitigation  area. 

Guideline  6.13  Surface  alteration  sites  and  facilities  shall  be 
designed,  constructed,  and  operated  using  the  best  practical  techniques 
to  prevent  the  release  of  pollutants  or  toxic  substances  into  the 
environment  and  minimize  other  adverse  impacts. 

Response  6.13:  Limited  testing  indicates  that  implementation  of  the 
tentatively  selected  plan  could  involve  the  release  cf  some  heavy  metals 
during  levee  construction. 

Guideline  6.14  To  the  maximum  extent  practicable  only  material  that  is 
free  of  contaminants  and  compatible  with  the  environmental  setting  shall 
be  used  as  fill. 

Response  6.14:  Fill  material  required  to  construct  the  protection  levee 
would  be  obtained  from  on-site  borrow  pits. 

7.  GC I  DLL  INKS  FOR  HYDROLOGIC  AND  SKDIMKNT  TRANSPORT  MODIFICATIONS 

Guideline  7.1  The  controlled  diversion  of  sediment- laden  waters  to 
initiate  new  cycles  of  marsh  building  and  sediment  nourishment  shall  be 
encouraged  oid  utilized  whenever  such  diversion  will  enhance  the 
viability  and  productivity  of  tin*  out  la!  1  area.  Such  diversions  stjal  1 


incorporate  a  plan  for  monitoring  and  reduction  and/or  amelioration  of 
the  effects  of  pollutants  present  in  the  freshwater  source. 


Response  7.1:  Not  applicable. 

Guideline  7.2  Sediment  deposition  systems  may  be  used  to  offset  land 
loss,  to  create  or  restore  wetland  areas  or  enhance  building 
characteristics  of  a  development  site.  Such  systems  shall  only  be 
utilized  as  part  of  an  approved  plan.  Sediment  from  these  systems  shall 
only  be  discharged  in  the  area  that  the  proposed  use  is  to  be 
accomp  Lished . 

Response  7.2:  Not  applicable. 

Guideline  7.3  Undesirable  deposition  of  sediments  in  sensitive  habitat 
or  navigation  areas  shall  be  avoided  through  the  use  of  the  best 
preventive  techniques. 

Response  7.3:  Not  applicable. 

Guideline  7.4  The  diversion  of  freshwater  through  siphons  and 
controlled  conduits  and  channels,  and  overland  flow  to  offset  saltwater 
intrusion  and  to  introduce  nutrients  into  wetlands  shall  be  encouraged 
and  utilized  whenever  such  diversion  will  enhance  the  viability  and 
productivity  of  the  outfall  area.  Such  diversions  shall  incorporate  a 
plan  for  monitoring  and  reduction  and/or  amelioration  of  the  effects  of 
pollutants  present  in  the  freshwater  source. 

Respouse  7.4:  Not  applicable. 

Guideline  7.5  Water  or  marsh  management  plans  shall  result  in  an 
overall  benefit  to  the  productivity  of  the  area. 


Response  7.5:  Implementation  of  the  mitigation  plan  would  result  in  the 
manipulation  of  water  levels  within  a  4,598-acre  area  in  the  Pointe  au 
Chien  Wildlife  Management  Area.  Stabilizing  water  levels,  should  result 
in  a  decline  in  salinity  levels,  improve  waterfowl  habitat,  and  increase 
the  fur  trapping  harvest. 

Guidel ine  7.6  Water  control  structures  shall  be  assessed  separately 
based  on  their  individual  merits  and  impacts  and  in  relation  to  their 
overall  water  or  marsh  management  plan  of  which  they  are  a  part. 

Response  7.b:  The  mitigation  plan  as  proposed  would  consist  of 
constructing  three  water-control  structures.  The  placement  of  these 
structures  would  allow  the  exchange  of  water  and  nutrients  between  the 
marsh  and  adjacent  open  water.  However,  the  design  of  these  structures 
would  aLlow  lor  marsh  management  through  water  level  control. 

Guidel  i  ne  7 . 7  Weirs  arid  similar  water  control  structures  shall  be 
designed  and  built  using  the  best  practical  techniques  to  prevent  "cut 
arounds,"  permit  tidal  exchange  in  tidal  areas,  and  minimize  obstruction 
of  the  migration  of  aquatic  organisms. 

Response  7.7:  The  water-control  structures  as  designed  would  prevent 
"cut  arounds"  and  allow  tidal  exchange  between  the  marsh  and  adjacent 
open  water.  The  migration  of  aquatic  organisms  between  the  marsh  and 
open  water  would  be  only  hampered  by  the  organisms'  unwillingness  to 
pass  through  or  over  the  structure. 

Guide  line  7.8  Impoundments  which  prevent  normal  tid.il  exchange  and/or 
the  migration  of  aquatic  organisms  shall  not  be  constructed  in  brackish 
and  saline  areas  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable. 

Response  7.8:  The  construction  of  the  water — control  structures  (weirs) 
as  proposed  in  t. he  mil  igation  plan  would  allow  surface  tidal  exchange. 


Guideline  7.9  Withdrawal  of  surface  and  ground  water  shall  not  result 
in  saltwater  intrusion  or  land  subsidence  to  the  maximum  extent 
pract icabie . 

Response  7.9:  Not  applicable. 

8.  GUIDELINES  FOR  DISPOSAL  OF  WASTES 

Response  8:  Not  applicable. 

9.  GUIDELINES  FOR  USES  THAT  RESULT  IN  THE  ALTERATION  OF  WATER  DRAINING 
INTO  COASTAL  WATERS 

Response  9:  Not  applicable. 

10.  GUIDELINES  FOR  OIL,  GAS,  AND  OTHER  MINERAL  ACTIVITIES 
Response  10:  Not  applicable. 

B.4.  Consistency  Determination 

Based  on  this  evaluation,  the  New  Orleans  District,  US  Array  Corps  of 
Engineers,  has  determined  the  implementation  of  the  Larose  to  Golden 
Meadow  Hurricane  Protection  Project  is  consistent,  to  the  maximum  extent 
practicable,  with  the  State  of  Louisiana's  approved  Coastal  Zone 
Management  Program. 
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P.0.  Bax  60267 

New  Orleans,  Louisiana  70160 
Dear  Sir: 

Attached  is  a  draft  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act  Report  (CAR) 
for  the  Larose  to  Golden  Meadow,  Louisiana,  Hurricane  Protection 
Project  transmitted  to  you  under  the  authority  of  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Coordination  Act  (48  Stat.  401,  as  amended;  16  U.S.C.  661  et 
seq  .  )  .  The  draft  report  is  being  coordinated  with  the  Louisiana 
Department  of  Wildlife  and  Fisheries  and  the  National  Marine  Fisheries 
Service.  Comments  provided  by  those  agencies  will  be  incorporated 
into  the  final  CAR. 

Although  past  project  modifications  have  resulted  in  a  slight 
reduction  in  adverse  impacts  to  fish  and  wildlife  wetland  habitats, 
with  the  currently  proposed  levee  plan  nearly  4,600  acres  of  marsh, 
forested  wetlands,  and  open  water  would  still  be  enclosed  and  subject 
to  drainage  and  development.  Accordingly,  we  are  recommending  that 
the  full  extent  of  these  unavoidable  project -induced  losses  of  fish 
and  wildlife  resources  be  mitigated  via  a  structural  plan  for  water 
management  on  a  portion  of  the  State-cwned  Pointe-au-Chien  Wildlife 
Management  Area,  as  discussed  in  detail  in  the  report.  In  view  of  the 
fact  that  the  remaining  portion  of  that  Wildlife  Management  Area,  not 
included  within  the  proposed  mitigation  area,  would  continue  to 
deter  i orate  at  an  ever  increasing  rate,  we  are  also  recommending  that 
a  program  be  developed  to  enhance  the  remainder  of  the  Management 
Area .  Such  enhancement  is  provided  tor  via  the  Federal  Water  Project 
Recreation  Act,  Public  Law  89-72,  as  am^ndt-xi .  We  plan  to  include 
details  of  this  enhancement  program  in  our  final  CAR  on  this  project. 

We  trust  that  this  report  will  he  res; ions i v*.»  to  your  needs  and  w? 
look  for  war  1  to  continued  close  coord  i  nation  with  your  staff  on  this 
pro j' a_:t . 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


The  Larose  to  Golden  Meadow,  louisiana,  Hurricane  Protection  Project  was  au¬ 
thorized  by  Public  law  89-298,  89th  Congress,  on  October  27,  1965. 
Although  certain  variations  in  the  authorized  levee  alignment  have  occurred 
during  advanced  project  planning,  the  present  plan  provides  for  the 
enlargement  of  existing  non-Pedera!  levees  and  the  construction  of  new 
levees  for  a  distance  of  approximately  41  miles  around  the  Bayou  Lafourche 
ridge  from  Larose,  Louisiana,  to  approxi mately  2  miles  south  of  Golden 
Meadow,  Louisiana.  Nearly  4,600  acres  of  marsh,  forested  wetlands,  and 
open  water  would  be  enclosed  by  the  levee  and  subject  to  drainage  and 
development . 

A  habi tat- based  analysis  ( i.e. ,  Habitat  evaluation  Procedures  analysis)  of 
project  impacts  to  fish  and  wildlife  resources  indicated  a  net  annualized 
loss  of  82  ,  931  habitat  units.  Measured  in  conventional ,  monetary  terms, 
project  would  cause  an  average  annual  loss  of  540,000  pounds  of  commer¬ 
cial  fishery  harvest  valued  at  over  $1  V-  ,000;  3,286  man-days  of  sport  fish¬ 
ing  valued  at:  nearly  $13,000;  nearly  930  nan-days  of  sport  hunting  valued 
at  over  $8,000;  over  $2,500  in  fur  harvest;  and  over  $1,800  in  wildlife- 
or  rented  recreat ion . 

Various  recomir  mdat  ions  for  project  tnxli  fications  'which,  if  adopted,  could 
virtually  eliminate  adverse  impacts  to  fish  and  wildlife  resources  ware 
identified  in  past  FWS  letter  reports  and  are  again  listed  at  the  end  of 
this  report.  However,  in  reoogni  tion  that  pro  ject  ^instruction  may  follow 
the  plan  presently  pressed.  Ho  F.x’S  is  reromm  mi  ling  that  unavoidable  ad¬ 
verse:  impacts  to  fish  and  wildlife  rescue  t>  ‘.ally  mitigate!  concurrent¬ 
ly  wit.ii  a  instruction  of  t  ho  hurt  icano  nn  Mon  project  via  imple.mentation 
of  a  water  inaivnj  :ment  pi  an  on  the  So  .  ••■own-'-d  Poi  r,’.  *?-au  -Chien  Wildlife 
Management  Area . 

The  Hoi  nf.e-au  -Chien  Wildlife  Management  A  r  . ;  ’  j  just  west  of  the  project 
area  and,  as  in  th-*  case  with  m >st  .x>ista!  touisiana  w*  lands,  is  deteri¬ 
orating  rapidly  from  saP-water  int  rusion  an  .  subsidence.  The  ar -a  is  sore¬ 
ly  in  need  of  a  wa  t  •  •  r  management  prog'  -un  winch  win  Id  halt,  or  at  least 
retard,  the  rapid  rate  ot  w  •*- Land  loss.  Sues  i  orvaram,  if  properly  de¬ 
signed,  const  ruct-vl,  opera  t  M,  i:vi  i.ui  a*  ai  u-M,  could  increase  and/or  main¬ 
tain  the  habi  t  it  va  !  u-  •  t  e  \  i  '  >  lish  an  i  wi  idli  fo  resources  above 
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annual  loss  of  82,931  HU's.  However,  analysis  of  the  im?  ict  of  the 
management  program  on  huimn-use  values  (i.e.,  man-day /monetary  a:  ^ysis) 
indicated  that  the  program  would  vary  in  its  ability  to  compensate  for  the 
project-induced  losses  of  those  values.  Approximately  400,000  pounds  of 
the  over  500,000-pound  annual  loss  of  commercial  fishery  harvest  and  only 
2,400  of  the  nearly  3,300  man-days  of  sport  fishing  lost  annually  as  a 
result  of  the  project  would  be  replaced  via  the  mitigation  plan.  Even 
after  implementation  of  the  proposed  management  plan,  then,  a  significant 
deficit  in  Coastal  Louisiana's  sport  fishing  potential  and  commercial 
fishery  harvest  would  exist  due  to  implementation  of  the  hurricane 
protection  project.  Conversely,  sport  hunting  potential  and  its  attendant 
monetary  value,  produced  via  the  mitigation  plan,  would  almost  double  sport 
hunting  potentials  which  would  be  lost  with  project  implementation .  Nearly 
four  times  the  loss  in  fur  harvest  value  associated  with  the  hurricane 
protection  project  would  be  replaced  by  the  mitigation  plan,  while 
increased  wildlife-oriented  recreation  values  produced  under  the  mitigation 
plan  would  be  slightly  below  that  required  to  fully  compensate  for  those 
values  lost  through  project  construction. 

It  has  been  concluded,  then,  that  the  proposed  mitigation  plan,  if  imple¬ 
mented  simultaneously  with  renewed  project  construction,  would  in  mast  re¬ 
spects  adequately  compensate  for  project-induced  losses  to  fish  and 
wildlife  resources.  It  has  been  further  concluded  that  much  of  the  Pointe- 
au-Chien  Wildlife  Management  Area  outside  of  the  proposed  mitigation  area 
(approximately  23,000  acres)  will  continue  to  deteriorate  and  be  lost  to 
subsidence  and  erosion  at  an  ever  increasing  rate.  Inasmuch  as  this 
continued  marsh  loss  is  a  primary  result  of  eliminating  freshwater  and 
sediment  transport  due  to  levee  construction  along  the  Lower  Mississippi 
River  and,  in  particular,  elimination  of  Bayou  Lafourche  as  a  distributary 
of  the  Mississippi  River,  it  would  seem  appropriate  to  support,  via  project 
funding,  enhancement  of  that  portion  of  the  Wildlife  Management  Area  not 
proposed  for  inclusion  under  the  mitigation  proposal.  Such  enhancement  is 
provided  for  via  the  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act,  Public  Law 
89-72,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  460-1  (12),  et  seq.).  In  this  case,  the  Act 
would  provide  that  initial  implementation  costs  of  the  enhancement  program 
for  sport  fish  and  wildlife  resources  be  cost-shared  on  a  75  percent 
Federal  and  25  percent  non-Federal  basis.  In  addition,  non-Federal 
interests  would  assume  all  costs  for  operation,  maintenance,  and 
replacement  of  structural  enhancement  features.  We  plan  to  include  details 
regarding  this  enhancement  proposal  in  our  final  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Coordination  Act  report  on  this  project. 


PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 


The  Larose  to  Golden  Meadow,  Louisiana,  Hurricane  Protection  project  (for¬ 
merly  Grand  Isle,  Louisiana,  and  Vicinity  Hurricane  Protection  project)  was 
authorized  by  Public  Law  89-298,  89th  Congress,  on  October  27,  1965.  The 
authorized  project,  described  in  the  General  Design  Memorandum  (GDM) 
completed  in  May  1972  and  in  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS) 
completed  in  November  1973,  involved  the  enlargement  of  existing 
non-Federal  levees  and/or  the  construction  of  new  levees  along  the 
alignment  indicated  in  Figure  1.  The  project  area,  to  be  enclosed  by  ap¬ 
proximately  41  miles  of  perimeter  levees,  would  extend  along  both  banks  of 
Bayou  Lafourche  from  Larose,  Louisiana,  to  approximately  2  miles  south  of 
Golden  Meadow,  Louisiana.  The  existing  non-Federal  levees  would  be  en¬ 
larged  by  placing  material  along  the  new  levee  centerline  in  a  series  of 
lifts  which  would  either  straddle  the  existing  levees  or  be  located  adja¬ 
cent  to  them.  In  areas  where  levees  were  not  present,  material  would  be 
placed  along  the  new  levee  centerline  in  a  series  of  lifts.  Throughout 
most  of  the  project  reach,  the  borrow  areas  would  be  located  on  the  protect¬ 
ed  side  of  the  levee;  however,  two  sections  would  utilize  borrow  areas  lo¬ 
cated  outside  the  new  levee.  Navigation  access  into  the  protected  area 
would  be  provided  via  two  floodgates  to  be  constructed  across  Bayou 
Lafourche,  one  at  the  north  end  and  one  at  the  south  end  of  the  protected 
area.  Although  the  project  would  provide  for  gravity  drainage  of  runoff 
from  the  protected  area,  local  interests  have  indicated  their  intent  to  de¬ 
velop  a  punping  system  for  drainage  of  the  enclosed  area.  Cosntruction  of 
certain  segments  of  the  authorized  levee  alignment  began  in  1975. 

In  a  July  i,  1975,  letter  report  (Appendix  A),  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  (FWS)  noted  that  approximately  3,550  acres  of  valuable  fish  and 
wildlife  wetland  habitat  would  be  los*  via  inplementation  of  the  autho¬ 
rized  project  and  recommended  the  following  project  modifications  to  reduce 
anticipated  fish  and  wildlife  losses: 

1.  relocate  the  levee  south  of  Yankee  Canal  and  east  of  Bayou 
Lafourche  to  the  natural  levee  along  Bayou  Lafourche  or  immedi¬ 
ately  adjacent  to  it,  to  exclude  some  2,700  acres  of  brackish 
marsh; 

2.  relocate  the  levee  near  Belle  Amie  to  exclude  some  750  acres  of 
fresh  marsh  and  100  acres  of  wooded  swamp; 

3.  stockpile  dredged  material  from  construction  of  the  floodgate 
south  of  Golden  Meadow  within  the  protected  area,  rather  than  with¬ 
in  wetlands  outside  the  protected  area;  and 

4.  obtain  borrow  material  from  within  the  protected  area  for  all 
levee  construction. 

In  an  October  3  ,  1  975,  letter  responding  to  FWS  recorrmendations,  the  New 
Orleans  District  Corps  ot  Engineers  (NODCE)  indicated  its  willingness  to 
oartially  .ccommodate  the  oequest  to  relocate  the  levee  south  of  Yankee 
Canal  and  east  of  Bayou  lafourche  (Figure  2),  thereby  reducing  wetland 
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Authorized  Levee  Alignment 


Selected  Levee  Alignment 


losses  by  approximately  800  acres.  Further,  NODCE  agreed  to  stockpile 
dredged  rraterial  from  construction  of  the  floodgate  south  of  Golden  Meadow 
within  the  protected  area  and  to  remove  borrow  material  from  thin  the 
protected  area  for  all  levee  construction.  NODCE  noted,  how  r,  that 
relocation  of  the  levee  near  Belle  Amie  was  not  considered  feasible  due  to 
greatly  increased  construction  and  rraintenance  costs  and  difficulties  and 
delays  associated  with  obtaining  rights-of-way.  In  its  January  9,  1976, 
letter  discussing  the  project  changes  agreed  to  by  NODCE  (Appendix  B),  the 
FWS  noted  that  some  2,750  acres  of  wetlands  would  still  be  eliminated  by 
completion  of  the  project  as  planned  and  generally  addressed  available 
options  for  mitigating  that  loss. 

By  letter  dated  April  28,  1980,  NODCE  requested  FWS  comments  on  a  proposal 
to  include  within  the  levee  system  two  additional  areas,  Clovelly  Farms  and 
lands  owned  by  the  Louisiana  Land  and  Exploration  Company  (LL&E) ,  both  adja¬ 
cent  to  the  east  levee  alignment  (Figure  2).  In  its  August  7,  1980,  letter 
of  comment  (Appendix  C)  on  the  proposal  to  amend  the  alignment,  the  FWS  not¬ 
ed  an  increase  in  wetland  loss  of  approximately  300  acres  due  to  inclusion 
of  the  two  new  areas  into  the  levee  system.  Of  even  greater  significance 
was  the  FWS  finding  that,  in  addition  to  the  original  estinate  of  2,750 
acres  of  wetlands,  1,195  acres  of  fresh  to  intermediate  marsh  and  590  acres 
of  forested  wetlands  would  be  destroyed  with  the  authorized  alignment. 

In  March  1982,  the  NODCE  completed  Supplement  No.  1  to  the  (DM  and  includ¬ 
ed  in  the  recommended  plan  the  originally  authorized  levee  alignment  with 
the  aforementioned  modification  in  the  levee  south  of  Yankee  Canal  and 
east  of  Bayou  Lafourche  and  with  the  addition  of  the  Clovelly  Farms  and 
LL&E  areas  (Figure  2).  According  to  the  reanalyses  of  project-induced  dam¬ 
ages  to  fish  and  wildlife  resources  presented  in  planning  aid  reports  dated 
March  26,  1982  (Appendix  D)  and  June  30,  1982  (Appendix  E),  the  FWS 
estimated  that  implementation  of  this  plan  would  result  in  the  loss  of  a 
total  of  4,348  acres  of  wetland  habitat. 

Although  significant  modifications  in  the  plans  for  this  project  have  oc¬ 
curred  since  the  project  was  authorized  in  1965,  the  NODCE  Project 
Engineer  indicated,  via  telecon  on  October  21,  1982,  that  future  devi¬ 
ations  in  the  selected  plan  were  not  likely.  On  February  7,  1983,  the 
NODCE  Project  Biologist  furnished,  via  telecon,  updated  fish  and  wildlife 
habitat  acreages  (totalling  4,598  acres)  that  would  be  included  within  the 
project  area.  This  report  and  the  analyses,  conclusions,  and 
recommendations  contained  therein  are  based  on  that  selected  plan  and  those 
updated  acreage  figures. 


AREA  SETTING 

General 

The  project  area  is  located  on  a  delta  formed  by  Bayou  Laforuche,  a 
distributary  of  the  Mississippi  River  between  1,800  and  1,000  years  ago, 
and  is  within  Hydrologic  Unit  IV  according  to  Chabreck  (1972).  Principal 
physiographic  features  include  the  natural  levee  ridge  adjacent  to  Bayou 
Lafourche  and  forested  wetlands  and  marshlands  which  occupy  areas  of  lower 
elevation  adjacent  to  the  ridge.  The  area  is  situated  near  the  central 
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portion  of  the  axis  of  the  Gulf  Coast  Geosyncline  where  downwarping  and 
subsidence  have  been  occurring  concurrently  since  the  end  of  the  Tertiary 
period.  The  present  rate  of  subsidence  in  this  area  is  estimated  to  be 
slightly  less  than  1  foot  per  century  (U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  1973). 

Bayou  Lafourche,  formerly  a  distributary  of  the  Mississippi  River,  was 
permanently  separated  from  the  Mississippi  River  by  a  closure  at 
Donaldsonville,  Louisiana,  in  1904.  The  major  source  of  inflow  into  the 
bayou  is  now  rainfall  runoff  from  about  300  square  miles  of  adjoining  land. 
There  is  also  a  punping  station  at  Donaldsonville  that  diverts  water  from 
the  Mississippi  River  into  the  bayou  at  an  average  rate  of  260  cubic  feet 
per  second. 

Local  interests  have  constructed  low  levees  generally  along  the  same  align¬ 
ment  as  that  of  the  selected  hurricane  protection  alignment.  Those  levees 
were  constructed  for  the  development  of  agricultural  lands,  however,  and  do 
not  provide  hurricane  protection. 

Description  of  Habitats 

liajor  fish  and  wildlife  habitat  types  identified  in  the  project  area 
include  fresh/intermediate  marsh,  brackish/saline  marsh,  open  water,  and 
forested  wetlands.  According  to  the  classification  of  Cowardin  et.  al. 
(1979),  fresh  marsh  is  defined  as  palustrine  emergent  wetland; 
intermediate,  brackish,  and  saline  narsh  are  termed  estuarine  emergent 
wetlands;  and  shallow  open  waters  are  termed  palustrine  open  waters  where 
salinity  is  less  than  0.5  parts  per  thousand  (ppt)  and  estuarine  open 
water  where  salinities  average  more  than  0.5  ppt.  Under  that  sane 
classification  system  forested  wetlands  are  broadly  categorized  as 
palustrine  forested  wetlands.  Detailed  descriptions  of  these  habitat 
types  were  included  in  FWS  letter  reports  dated  July  3,  1975;  January  9, 
1976;  August  7,  1980;  March  26,  1982;  and  June  30,  1982  (Appendices  A,  B, 
C,  D,  and  E,  respectively). 

As  previously  mentioned,  the  natural  levee  ridge  along  Bayou  Lafourche  and 
the  adjacent  forested  wetlands  and  marshes  are  a  product  of  the  deposition 
of  sediments  carried  from  the  Mississippi  River  into  Bayou  Lafourche  and 
deposited  in  shallow  open  waters.  Levee  construction  along  the  Lower 
Mississippi  River  and,  in  particular,  elimination  of  Bayou  Lafourche  as  a 
distributary  of  the  Mississippi  River  (reference  "General "  discussion)  has 
virtually  eliminated  freshwater  and  sediment  transport  to  the  project  area 
wetlands.  Reduced  freshwater  inflow  and  extensive  canal  dredging  has 
allowed  saltwater  intrusion,  the  net  result,  of  which  has  been  accelerated 
subsidence  and  erosion  of  marshes  and  swamps  and  a  conversion  to  more 
saline  vegetation  types.  Additional  fish  and  wildlife  habitat  loss  has 
also  occurred  due  to  drainage  projects  and  associated  development  for 
residential,  commercial,  and  agricultural  expansion.  If  these  causes  of 
habitat  loss  continue,  the  fish  and  wildlife  habitat  available  in  the 
future  wi thout-pro jeet  condition  will  be  considerably  reduced.  For 
analysis  purposes,  it  has  been  assumed  that  those  habitat  losses  will 
continue  into  the  future.  Based  on  the  procedure  identified  in  Appendix  D, 


habitat  acreages  w-re  estimated  for  the  future  wi  thout-pro ject  condition  at 


various  target  years  (Table  1).  Since  project  implementation  began  in  the 
year  1975,  that  time  was  designated  as  the  base  year  or  existing 
condition.  Other  target  years  were  selected  based  on  thei  relative 
significance  over  the  life  of  the  proposed  project  (i.e.,  1986  -  ae  end  of 
the  first  levee  lift,  1991  -  alL  of  the  enclosed  area  ^nder  punped 
drainage,  1996  -  completion  of  all  3  project  lifts,  2026  -  30  years  after 
completion  of  the  project,  and  2096  -  end  of  project  life). 

Fishery  Resources 

The  wetlands  of  the  project  area,  which  include  fresh  to  saline  marsh  and 
forested  areas,  provide  suitable  habitat  for  numerous  juvenile  and  adult 
freshwater  and  estuarine-dependent  fishes  and  shellfishes  as  discussed  in 
detail  in  Appendices  A,  B,  and  C.  The  major  contribution  of  these  wetlands 
to  fishery  resources  is  in  the  form  of  organic  detritus  which  is  transport¬ 
ed  into  adjacent  estuarine  waters  where  it  forms  the  basis  of  a  detritus- 
based  food  v^b.  The  contribution  of  vascular  plant  detritus  to  estuarine 
fisheries  productivity  is  documented  by  Darnell  (1961)  and  Odum  et  al. 
(1973).  Recent  studies  by  Daud  (1979),  Rogers  (1979),  Simoneaux  (1979), 
and  Chambers  (1980)  have  substantiated  the  value  of  shallow  marsh  areas  as 
nursery  habitat  for  numerous  estuarine-dependent  species  within  the  upper 
Barataria  Basin  (Hydrologic  Unit  IV). 

There  is  growing  evidence  that  the  acreage  of  vegetated  wetlands  in 
Louisiana  is  the  most  important  factor  influencing  the  production  of 
estuarine-dependent  fishes  and  shellfishes  of  sport  and  commercial  impor¬ 
tance.  Turner  (1979)  reported  that  Louisiana's  cormercial  shrimp  harvest 
is  directly  proportional  to  the  area  of  intertidal  wetlands.  Harris 
(197  3  )  stated  that  Louisiana  has  reached  the  maximum  sustainable  yield  in 
shrimp  production  and  that  any  decline  in  wetlands  will  result  in  a  corre¬ 
sponding  reduction  in  that  production.  Based  on  these  considerations,  it 
was  assumed  that  the  magnitude  of  future  declines  in  marsh  acreages  with¬ 
in  the  project  area  would  result  in  a  proportionate  decline  in  future  sport 
and  commercial  estuarine-dependent  finfish  and  shellfish  harvest  within 
Hydrologic  Units  IV  and  V  (Table  2).  The  figures  in  Table  2  indicate  a  50 
percent  reduction  in  average  annual  man-days  of  sport  fishing  and 
commercial  harvest  resulting  from  marsh  loss  in  the  project  area  over  the 
next  120  years. 

Wildlife  Resources 


The  area  of  direct  project  impact  supports  a  variety  of  wildlife  species. 
A  comprehensive  listing  of  those  species  is  contained  in  planning  aid  re¬ 
ports  in  Appendices  A  and  C.  Estimates  of  population  levels  of  certain 
recreationally  important  species  in  the  project  area  for  the  future 
wi thout-project  condition  is  contained  in  Table  3.  Just  as  with  production 
and  harvest  of  estuarine-dependent  finfish  and  shellfish  (Table  2), 
populations  of  recreationally  important  wildlife  species  (Table  3)  are 
expected  to  decline  proportionally  to  losses  in  wetland  habitats.  Certain 
species  or  species  groups  will  support  a  level  of  sport  hunting  consistent 
with  sustained  annual  harvest  rates  and  hunter  success  rates  for  the 
various  habitat  types  in  the  project  area.  A  measure  of  sport  hunting 
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Table  2.  Changes  in  sport  fishing  use  and  value  and  oonmercial  harvest  and  value  of  rrajor  estuarine-dependent 
finfishes  and  shellfishes  in  the  future  without-project  condition  at  various  target  years 
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Changes  in  total  numbers  of  animals  of  selected  spec.es  in  the  project 
the  future  without -project  condition  at  various  target  years 
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potentials  and  relat.xl  monetary  value;:  within  the  project  area  is  presented 
in  Table  4.  Similarly,  a  measure  of  fur  catch  and  related  mono  tar  ./a  lues 
from  various  habitats  in  the  pro j<>et  area  is  presented  in  Table  5. 

A  summary  of  the  per  -acre  monetary  value  of  the  project  area  wetlands  is 
available  in  Table  6.  Those  data  indicate  that  marsh  is,  by  far,  the  most 
valuable  habitat  when  considering  sport  and  commercial  fish  and  wildlife 
production. 

Endangered  Species 

Via  letter  dated  July  1,  1981,  to  the  NODCE  (Appendix  G),  the  F.vS  con¬ 

firmed  that  there  were  no  endangered  or  threatened  species,  nor  species  pro¬ 
posed  for  such  listing,  likely  to  reside  in  the  project  area  and  that  there 
was  no  designated  critical  habitat  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  area. 

Wildlife  Management  Areas 


The  Louisiana  Department  of  Wildlife  and  Fisheries  operates  two  wildlife 
management  areas  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  area.  The  Pointe-au-Chien 
Wildlife  Management  Area  lies  just  west  of  the  project  area  and  about  half¬ 
way  between  the  towns  of  Larose  and  Golden  Meadow.  That  Management  Area 
consists  of  approximately  28,000  acres  of  intermediate  to  brackish  marsh 
and,  like  much  of  tne  remaining  marshland  of  coastal  Louisiana,  is  suffer¬ 
ing  from  subsidence,  salinity  intrusion,  and  a  lack  of  freshwater  and 
nutrient  inflow.  The  Wisner  Wildlife  Management  Area  is  a  26,000-acre 
saline  marsh  area  located  southeast  of  Golden  Meadow.  As  a  result  of  its 
higher  salinities,  that  area  is  less  productive  than  Pointe-au-Chien  as  a 
sport  hunting  area. 

PROJECT  IMPACT  ASSESSMENT  MEHHDDOIjOGY 

For  this  project  tine  FWS  employed  two  basic  analytical  methods  to  qualify 
and  quantify  project  impacts.  One  method,  the  Habitat  Evaluation 
Procedures  ( HEP )  analysis,  involved  qualification  and  quantification  of  the 
non-monetary  impacts  of  the  proposed  action  to  terrestrial  (wildlife) 
species.  The  second  method,  the  nan -day/monetary  analysis,  quantified 
impacts  to  commercial  fishery  and  fur  harvests  and  to  sport  fishing  and 
hunting  and  wildlife-oriented  recreation. 

Using  the  FWS  1  s  HEP  analysis,  habitat  quality  and  quantity  were  estab¬ 
lished  for  baseline  conditions  and  predicted  for  future  with-  and  future 
wi thout-pro ject  conditions.  This  standardized  methodology  allowed  a 
numeric  comparison  of  future  with-  and  future  wi thout-pro ject  conditions  at 
various  times  (target  years)  during  the  life  of  a  project  and,  hence, 
provided  a  measure  of  pro ject - i nduced  impacts  to  fish  and  wildlife 
resources.  In  implementing  the  HEP,  a  representative  list  of  species  or 
species  groups  (including  species  of  prirtary  economic  concern  or  high 
public  interest  and  visability)  was  selected  for  the  project  area. 
Various  sample  sites  within  each  habitac  type  occurring  in  the  project  area 
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Table  5.  Estimated  fur  catch  and  value  cf  project 
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Unless  otherwise  noted,  average  catch  per  acre  is  adapted  fran  Palmisano  (1973). 
Value  is  average  of  brackish  marsh  value  frcm  Pasmisano  (1973)  plus  25  percent  a 


were  rated,  on  a  scale  of  0  to  10,  accordiny  to  their  ability  to  support 
the  selected  species  or  species  yroups.  Within  the  scale  of  r  to  10, 
habitat  rating  a  0  was  considered  the  poorest  -and  habitat  rating  10  was 
considered  the  best.  The  average  of  those  scores  for  all  specie;-  over  all 
sample  sites  within  one  habitat  type  yielded  a  relative  measure  of  the 
value  of  that  habitat  type,  termed  a  habitat  unit  value  (HUV).  When  the 
HUV  was  multiplied  by  the  acreage  of  a  particular  habitat  type  available, 
the  result  was  a  measure  of  both  habitat  quality  and  quantity ,  expressed  as 
habitat  units  (HU!.  Comparison  of  the  available  HU's  in  the  future 
without-  and  future  with-project  conditions  afforded  a  treasure  of  the 
anticipated  impacts  of  the  project. 

A  ma  n -day /monetary  analysis  was  performed  to  measure  tangible  impacts  upon 
human  uses  of  fish,  wildlife,  and  related  recreational  resources  of  the  pro¬ 
ject  area.  In  this  analysis,  the  estimate  of  human  use  was  based  on  past 
harvest  records,  for  commercial  fishery  and  fur  production,  and  on  the 
potential  of  the  resource  to  supoort  that  use,  for  sport  fishing  and 
hunting  and  wi  Id  1  i  f  e-oriented  recreation.  An  appropriate  monetary  value 
was  applied  to  human  uses  of  those  resources,  as  previously  indicated  in 
Tables  2,  4,  and  5.  Subsequently,  per-acre  sport/oommercial  fish  and 
wildlife  monetary  values  for  various  wetland  habitat  types  within  the 
project  area  were  computed  (Table  6).  Those  values  were  applied  to 
estimated  future  without-  and  future  with-project  habitat  supply.  The 
difference  (either  positive  or  negative)  between  these  two  conditions 
afforded  a  measure  of  fish  and  wildlife  monetary  impacts  from  the  project. 

Of  the  two  methods  (described  above)  of  identifying  inpacts,  it  is  the 
policy  of  the  EVJS  to  use  the  HEP  analysis  as  the  basic  analytical  tool  for 
evaluating  impacts  and  formulating  recommendations.  The  policy  is  not 
meant  to  exclude  man-days  as  a  valid  measure  of  project  impact.  On  the 
contrary,  recreational  use  is  important  and  highly  pertinent.  Efforts  to 
fulfill  the  conservation  purposes  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination 
Act,  however,  must  be  founded  on  protecting  and  maintaining  the  biological 
productivity  and  integrity  of  the  resource  base.  Only  in  this  manner  can 
we  protect  and  conserve  the  myriad  values  that  fish  and  wildlife  provide  to 
the  Nation.  Any  measure  not  founded  on  the  biological  basis  of  resource 
protection  will,  in  the  long  run,  serve  neither  the  resource  nor  the  human 
use  of  that  resource. 


PROJECT  IMPACTS 


General 


As  previously  discussed  in  the  Project  Description  section  of  this  report, 
substantial  modi f ications  in  original  project  plans  have  been  instituted 
which  would  reduce  damages  to  fish  and  wildlife  resources.  However,  under 
the  presently  selected  plan  these  damages  would  still  be  quite  severe. 

The  selected  plan  would  have  both  direct  and  indirect  adverse  impacts  on 
fish  and  wildlife  resources.  Direct  impacts  are  primarily  associated  with 
levee  construction  and  associated  borrow  material  excavation  in  wetlands. 
The  most  serious  indir-ct  impacts  involve  inclusion  of  additional  wetland 


-1  I- 
(.-14 


areas  in  the  hurricane  levee  system  and  subsequent  elimination  of  these 
habitats  by  forced  drainage. 


Within  five  years  of  the  start  of  construction,  the  levee  system  would  have 
eliminated,  via  direct  and  indirect  causes,  648  acres  of  fresh/internediate 
marsh,  911  acres  of  brackish/saline  marsh,  1,357  acres  of  open  water  hab¬ 
itat,  and  261  acres  of  forested  wetlands.  However,  as  noted  in  the 
Description  of  Habitats  section  of  this  report,  wetland  habitats  are 
already  being  converted,  primarily  to  open  water,  via  "natural  forces"  at  a 
very  rapid  rate.  Under  future  without-project  conditions,  a  loss  of  627 
acres  of  fresh/intermediate  marsh,  558  acres  of  brackish/saline  marsh,  and 
637  acres  of  forested  wetlands  is  anticipated.  The  project  would, 
nevertheless,  greatly  accelerate  the  rate  of  loss  of  these  wetland 
habitats,  causing  a  net  annual  loss  of  215,  607,  and  227  acres  of 
f resh /i ntermed Late  marsh,  brackish/saline  marsh,  and  forested  areas, 
respectively. 

Conversely,  levee  and  pasture  habitat  acreages  would  be  significantly 
increased  (758  and  1,759  acres,  respectively,  on  an  annualized  basis), 
'heir  value  to  important  fish  and  wildlife  resources  is,  however,  miniscule 
when  compared  to  the  value  of  marshes  and  forested  wetlands  which  they 
would  displace. 

Habitat  Evaluation  Procedures  Analysis 

A  detailed  discussion  of  the  HEP  analysis  conph  red  for  the  selected  plan 
is  available  in  planning  aid  letters  dated  March  26  and  June  30,  1982 
(Appendices  D  and  E).  That  analysis  of  future  without-  and  future  with- 
project  habitat  conditions  showed  a  net  annualized  loss  of  2,853  acres  of 
marsh,  open  water,  and  forested  wetlands  and  a  net  annualized  gain  of 
2,517  acres  of  levee  and  pasture  (Table  7).  When  the  HUV's  (Table  8), 
assigned  by  a  team  of  biologists  r  presenting  the  NDDCE,  FWS,  and 
Louisiana  Department  of  Wildlife  and  Fisheries  (LDWFj,  were  multiplied  by 
the  various  habitat  acreages  (Table  7),  the  result  was  a  measure  of  the 
number  of  HU  '  s  available  by  habitat  type  in  the  future  with-  and  future 
without-project  conditions  (Table  9).  In  the  analysis,  it  was  assumed  that 
baseline  (existing)  HUV's  for  all  habitat  types  would  remain  constant  in 
the  future  without-project  condition.  Similarly,  future  with--project  HUV's 
for  marsh  habitats,  levee,  and  pasture  were  assumed  to  be  the  same  as 
future  without-project  HUV's.  Developed  areas  war considered  to  have  no 
wildlife  resource  value.  All  of  the  future  with-projeet  open  water  areas 
would  be  in  the  form  of  borrow  pits,  half  of  which  would  be  'inclosed  by  the 
levee  and  half  of  which  would  be  contiguous  with  marshes  outside  Mae  leveed 
area.  It  was  assumed  that  the  HUV  of  open  water  areas  outside  the  leveed 
area  would  remain  constant;  whereas,  the  HUV  of  open  water  areas  within  the 
leveed  area  would  be  reduced  by  50  percent.  Accord i nq  1  y ,  an  average  HU*/  of 
18.75,  i  .  e.  ,  (25.00  +12.50'  f  2,  was  applied  to  oc>cn  water  in  the  future 

with  project  condition .  fh*.  HUV  of  forested  wetlands  remaining  in  the 


Comparison  of  future  without -project  (FVJOP)  and  future  with-project  (FWP)  habitat  acreages 
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Totals  vary  slightly  due  to  rounding  errors. 


Comparison  of  future  without-project  (FWQP)  and  future  with-project  (FWP)  habitat  units 


+13,192 


future  with-pro ject  condition  is  expected  to  decline  to  one-third  of  the 
future  without-project  HUV  due  to  increased  grazing  by  domestic  livestock, 
drainage,  and  destruction  of  adjacent  nrershes. 


As  indicated  in  Table  9,  there  would  be  a  net  annualized  loss  of  82,931 
HU’s  in  the  future  with-project  condition,  when  compared  to  the  future 
without-project  condition.  The  extremely  high  loss  of  HU's  associated 
with  the  project  is  a  result  of  the  direct  and  indirect  destruction  of 
wetlands,  and  the  significant  reduction  in  the  wildlife  value  of  the 
forested  wetlands  and  open  water  habitat  remaining  within  the  levee  system. 

Man-Day/Monetary  Analysis 

As  indicated  in  the  Fishery  Resources  section  of  this  report,  it  was  as¬ 
sumed,  based  on  recent  published  reports,  that  any  decline  in  irarsh  acre¬ 
ages  within  the  project  area  would  result  in  a  proportionate  decline  in 
sport  fishing  and  commercial  estuarine-dependent  finfish  and  shellfish 
harvest.  Figures  in  Table  2  indicate  a  50  percent  reduction  in  average 
annual  sport  fishing  and  oomnercial  harvest  in  the  future  without-project 
condition .  Applying  the  same  analysis  procedures  to  the  future  with- 
project  marsh  habitat  conditions  and  comparing  annualized  sport  fishing 
and  commercial  harvest  figures  to  future  without-project  figures  indicated 
that  the  project  would  cause  an  annualized  loss  of  3,286  man-days  of  sport 
fishing,  valued  at  nearly  $13,000,  and  a  540,000-pound  net  average  annual 
reduction  in  commercial  harvest  of  estuarine-dependent  finfishes  and 
shellfishes,  valued  at  over  $133,000  (Table  10). 

In  estimating  project  impacts  to  sport  hunting  potential,  connercial  fur 
harvest,  and  wildlife-oriented  recreation,  it  was  assumed,  as  with  sport 
fishing  and  commercial  fishery  harvest,  that  project -induced  changes  in 
habitat  acreages  would  result  in  directly  proportionate  changes  in  nan-days 
of  use  and  monetary  value.  The  data  presented  in  Table  11  indicate  that 
implementation  of  the  selected  plan  would  result  in  the  net  annual  loss  of 
930  man-days  of  sport  hunting,  valued  at  over  $8,000.  In  addition,  the 
project  would  cause  the  annual  loss  of  over  $4,320  in  fur  harvest  and 
wildlife-oriented  recreation. 

Endangered  Species 

In  a  June  9,  1981,  letter  (Appendix  E)  to  the  FWS,  the  Chief  of  the 
NODCE's  Planning  Division  requested  a  list  of  endangered  and/or  threatened 
species,  and  species  proposed  for  such  listing,  which  might  occur  in  the 
project  area.  In  a  July  1,  1981,  letter  response  (Appendix  E)  the  FWS 
indicated  that  no  endangered  or  threatened  species,  nor  species  proposed 
for  such  listing,  were  likely  to  reside  in  the  project  area.  Accordingly, 
no  further  endangered  species  coordination  would  be  required  for  the 
project,  as  proposed.  Mo  significant  project  changes,  which  might  alter 
that  opinion,  have  occurred  since  that  time. 


Comparison  of  future  without-project  (FWOP)  and  future  with-project  (FVIP)  sport  fishing 
use  and  value  and  caimercial  harvest  and  value  of  major  estuarine-dependent  f infishes  a 
shellfishes 


Table  11.  Comparison  of  man-day/monetary  values  for  future  withour.-project  (FWOP )  and  future  with 
project  (FWP)  habitat  conditions  for  selected  wildlife  related  parameters 


DISCUSSION 


General 


As  previously  indicated,  certain  modif ications  in  the  original  project 
plans  have  been  instituted  which  would  reduce  damages  to  fish  and  wildlife 
resources.  However,  under  the  presently  selected  plan  unavoidable  adverse 
impacts  would  still  be  severe.  The  rrost  serious  of  these  inpacts  involve 
enclosing  significant  wetland  areas  within  the  hurricane  levee  system  and 
subsequently  eliminating  these  habitats  via  forced  drainage  and  conversion 
to  levee,  pasture,  and  various  levels  of  more  intensive  development. 

As  indicated  in  the  Description  of  Habitats  section  of  this  report,  wetland 
habitats,  particularly  marsh,  in  the  project  area  are  being  lost  through 
saltwater  intrusion,  subsidence,  and  other  "natural  forces"  at  a  very 
rapid  rate;  project  construction  would  greatly  accelerate  this  rate  of 
loss.  In  comparison  to  future  wi thout-pro ject  conditions,  project 
implementation  would  cause  a  net  annualized  loss  of  1,049  acres  of  wetland 
habitats.  Conversely,  anticipated  increases  in  levee  and  pasture  habitat 
acreages  would  add  little  to  the  fish  and  wildlife  value  of  the  project 
area. 

Hie  non-monetary,  habitat-based  analysis  (i.e.,  HEP  analysis)  of  project  im¬ 
pacts  to  fish  and  wildlife  resources  indicated  a  net  annualized  loss  of 
82,931  HU's.  Measured  in  conventional ,  monetary  terms,  the  project  would 
cause  an  average  annual  reduction  of  3,286  man-days  of  sport  fishing 
(valued  at  nearly  $13,000),  540,000  pounds  in  commercial  harvest  of 
estuarine-dependent  finfishes  and  shellfishes  (valued  at  over  $133,000), 

930  man-days  of  sport  hunting  (valued  at  over  $8,000),  and  over  $4,300  in 
fur  harvest  and  wildlife-oriented  recreation. 

Inherent  in  the  Fish  and  wildlife  Coordination  Act  is  the  concept  that  un¬ 
avoidable  project-induced  inpacts,  resulting  from  a  Federal  project  of  this 
type,  be  offset  via  mitigation.  Mitigation,  as  defined  by  the  President's 
Council  on  Environmental  Quality  in  the  Regulations  For  Inplementing  the 
Procedural  Provisions  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act,  can 
include; 

(a)  avoiding  the  impact  altogether  by  not  taking  a  certain 
action  or  parts  of  an  action;  (b)  minimizing  impacts  by 
limiting  the  degree  or  magnitude  of  the  action  and  its 
implementation ;  (c)  rectifying  the  iirpact  by  repairing, 
rehabilitating,  or  restoring  the  affected  environment; 

(d)  reducing  or  eliminating  the  impact  over  time  by  pre¬ 
servation  and  maintenance  operations  during  the  life  of 
the  action;  and  (e)  compensating  for  the  impact  by  replacing 
or  providing  substitute  resources  or  environments. 

Avoiding  the  adverse  impacts  totally,  via  the  no  action  alternative,  is  ap¬ 
parently  not  acceptable  to  NODCE  and  local  interests.  Minimizing  adverse 
impacts  by  excluding  marsh  and  wooded  wetlands  from  the  area  to  be  enclosed 
by  the  levee  is  also  not  acceptable  to  local  interests.  Since  the  wetlands 
to  be  enclosed  would  likely  be  drained  and  grazed,  or  converted  to  a  higher 
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land  use,  there  is  no  opportunity  to  rehabilitate,  restore,  or  preserve  and 
manage  the  affected  environment. 

Mitigation  Options 

After  consideration  of  all  of  the  various  mitigation  options  listed  above, 
only  two  appear  viable  and  acceptable  to  NODCE  and  local  interests.  Those 
options,  both  involving  offsite  mitigation,  include  land  acquisition  and 
management  or  management  of  existing  publicly-owned  fish  and  wildlife 
habitat. 

The  FWS  considers  the  wetland  habitats  to  be  impacted  in  the  project  area 
to  be  of  relatively  high  value  for  the  evaluation  species  used  in  the  HEP 
analysis.  Further,  those  habitats  are  becoming  scarce  on  both  a  National 
and  Statewide  basis.  Such  criteria  place  the  wetland  habitats  of  the  pro¬ 
ject  area  within  Resource  Category  2,  according  to  the  FWS's  Mitigation 
Policy  published  in  the  Federal  Register  on  January  23,  1981.  That 
category  carries  with  it  the  mitigation  goal  of  "No  Net  Loss  of  In-Kind 
Habitat  Value."  Accordingly,  that  goal  would  apply  to  whichever  mitigation 
option  were  ultimately  selected. 

The  FWS  Mitigation  Policy  also  lists  means  and  measures  for  compensating 
for  unavoidable  project-induced  inpacts  in  the  general  order  and  priority 
in  which  they  should  be  recommended.  First  on  that  list  are  management  ac¬ 
tivities  to  increase  habitat  values  of  existing  areas,  with  project  lands 
and  nearby  public  lands  receiving  priority. 

A  tract  of  publicly-owned  property,  the  Pointe-au-Chien  Wildlife 
Management  Area,  lies  just  west  of  the  project  area  and,  as  is  the  case 
with  most  coastal  Louisiana  wetlands,  it  is  deteriorating  rapidly  from 
saltwater  intrusion  and  subsidence.  The  area  is  sorely  in  need  of  a  water 
management  program  which  would  halt,  or  at  least  retard,  the  rapid  rate  of 
wetland  loss.  Such  a  program,  if  properly  designed,  constructed,  operated, 
and  maintained,  could  increase  and/or  maintain  the  habitat  value  of  the 
area  to  fish  and  wildlife  resources  over  that  which  would  be  expected  in 
the  future  if  no  management  program  were  implemented.  The  benefit  in  in¬ 
creased  habitat  value  could  be  used  to  offset  the  loss  in  habitat  value 
which  would  result  from  implementation  of  the  proposed  hurricane  protection 
levee. 

Management  of  such  public  lands  is  totally  consistent  with  the  FWS 
Mitigation  Policy,  is  one  of  the  two  remaining  viable  mitigation  options, 
and  is  critically  needed  for  maintenance  of  valuable  publicly-owned  fish 
and  whldlife  habitat.  Accordingly,  the  FWS  is  supporting  this  mitigation 
option;  the  specifics  of  managing  this  area  to  offset  project-induced 
impacts  is  discussed  in  the  following  sections  of  the  report. 

Mitigation  Via  Management  of  Pointe-au-Chien  Wildlife  Management  Area 
Lands 


To  evaluate  the  adequacy  of  the  management  program  being  proposed  for  the 
Pointe-au-Chien  Wildlife  Management  area  in  mitigating  the  project- induced 
losses  of  i_ish  and  whldlife  resources,  a  HEP  analysis  was  performed  on  the 
area  selected  for  management.  The  analysis  initially  involved  rating  the 
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existing  habitat  quality  o:  dio  area  proposed  lor  nanagement  using  the  same 
evaluation  species  us  -  1  in  the  HEP  analysis  of  project  impacts. 
Subsequently,  the  anal /sis  was  expanded  to  include  an  estiir  •  of  the 
future  quality  and  quantity  of  habitat  in  the  area  without  a  aiiagement 
program  (i.e.,  the  mast  probable  future  without-nanagement  condition)  and 
an  estimate  of  Die  future  qualify  and  quantity  of  habitat  in  the  area  under 
a  proposed  management  program  (i.e...  the  must  probable  future  with-rranage- 
aient  condition).  Assuming  the  management  program  yielded  some  benefit  to 
fish  and  wildlife  habitat,  in  ju  tlity  and/or  quantity,  the  difference 
(measured  in  average  annual  habitat  units)  between  the  future  without- 
management  condition  and  the  future  with-management  condition  would  yield  a 
measure  of  benefit  from  management  which  could  be  used  to  offset  (if 
sufficient  habitat  units  were  produced  via  the  management  program) 
project-induced  damages. 

Similarly,  a  man  -day/ monetary  analysis  of  human  uses  of  fish  and  wildlife 
resources  was  performed  to  measure  the  difference  between  the  future 
without-  and  future  with -management  plan  for  the  mitigation  area.  Just  as 
in  the  HEP  analysis,  any'  human-use  benefits  (measured  in  nan-days  and/or 
dollars)  generated  from  the  mitigation  plan  could  be  used  to  mitigate 
losses  in  those  values  which  resulted  from  implementation  of  the  hurricane 
protection  project. 

Baseline  and  Future  Wi thou t- -Management  Conditions  of  Mitigation  Area 

The  area  selected  for  nunagement  as  mitigation  is  an  approximately  4,600- 
acre  triangular-shaped  marsh  unit  on  the  Pointe-au-Chien  Wildlife 
Management  Area  (Figure  )).  The  United  Gas  Pipeline  borders  the  area  on 
the  northwest;  the  St.  Louis  Canal  and  Bayou  Pointe-au-Chien  form  the 
southwestern  border;  and  Grand  Bayou  Canal,  Grand  Bayou,  and  Cutoff  Canal 
form  the  ©astern  border  of  the  unit  (Figure  4). 

Using  the  FWS 1  s  HEF  analysis,  previously  described,  habitat  quality  and 
quantity  were  established  for  oasoline  and  future  wi thout-management  condi¬ 
tions  within  the  proposed  mitigation  area.  Just  as  with  estinHting 
project-induced  impacts,  hie  1976  version  of  the  HEP  was  used.  The  same 
evaluation  species  wee*  used  in  this  analysis  as  those  used  in  evaluating 
fish  and  wildlife  losses  me  to  the  project.  Four  halm  it  types  (i.e., 
fresh/intermediate  marsh,  brackish/saline  marsh,  open  water,  and  upland 
developed)  were  identified  within  die  mitigation  area. 

A  number  of  randomly  selected  points  within  these  habitat  types  were  chosen 
as  sample  sites.  A  team  of  biologists  representing  die  NODCE,  the  LDWF, 
and  the  FWS  visited  die  sites  and  rated  die  habitat  suitability  (habitat 
unit  value)  of  the  various  habitats  for  the  selected  evaluation  species. 
Field  data  sheets  for  specific  sample  sites  and  assigned  baseline-habitat 
unit  values  are  available  for  review  at  the  Lafayette,  Louisiana,  field 
office  of  the  FWS.  For  analysis  purposes,  the  habitat  unit  values  were 
assumed  to  remain  constant  over  project  life  in  the  future  wi  thout- 
management  condition.  Those  values  are  listed  in  Table  12. 


PROPOSED  MITIGATION  PLAN 
MANAGEMENT  AREA 


Table  12.  Habitat  unit  values  of  mitigation  area  for  baseline  and  future 


wi thout-managemant  condition 


Habitat  type 


Habitat  unit  value 


Fresh/Intermediate  Marsh 

57.25 

Brackish/Saline  Marsh 

39.00 

Open  Water 

25.00 

Upland 

7.50 

As  a  result  of  many  factors,  of  which  subsidence  and  saltwater  intrusion 
are  the  nrost  significant,  habitats  in  the  mitigation  area  are  changing  at  a 
rapid  rate.  Information  developed  by  Wicker  (1980)  and  habitat  maps 
generated  for  the  years  1956  and  1978  were  used  to  predict  future  without- 
management  changes  in  habitat  acreages  within  the  mitigation  area  over  the 
life  of  the  project.  For  analysis  purposes,  it  was  assumed  that  future 
habitat  changes  within  the  mitigation  area  would  continue  to  occur  at  the 
same  rate  that  occurred  during  the  period  1956  to  1978  within  the  entire 
area  covered  by  the  1:24,000  scale  Lake  Bully  Camp,  Louisiana,  topographic 
map  (a  majority  of  the  mitigation  area  is  contained  within  this  map).  Based 
on  that  assumption,  future  without-management  habitat  changes  within  the 
mitigation  area  were  computed  over  the  100-year  life  of  the  project  (Table 
13). 

Management  Program  for  Mitigation  Area 

The  ultimate  goal  in  rtanaging  the  selected  mitigation  area  is  to  increase 
fish  and  wildlife  habitat  quality  and/or  quantity  above  that  which  would  re¬ 
sult  without  management.  Within  the  selected  mitigation  area,  many  of  the 
natural  and  man-made  levees  have  deteriorated  allowing  rapid  marsh 
degradation  from  saltwater  intrusion.  Extensive  petroleum  and  sulfur 
mining-related  boat  traffic  within  perimeter  waterways  has  contributed  to 
erosion  of  banks  and  rapid  breakup  of  the  marsh,  especially  on  the  eastern 
border  of  the  mitigation  area.  Compounding  the  problem  of  saltwater 
intrusion  is  the  gradual  loss  of  rrarsh  via  subsidence,  a  problem  which  is 
generally  plaguing  all  of  coastal  Louisiana. 

In  order  to  slow  the  trend  of  rrarsh  loss  and/or  conversion  to  more  saline 
marsh  types  (estimated  to  be  occurring  at  an  average  rate  of  3  percent  per 
year  in  the  proposed  mitigation  area),  specific  structural  features  are 
being  proposed  for  the  mitigation  area.  These  features  involve  levee 
construction  and  the  installation  of  water  control  structures  at  strategic 
locations  1  -ound  the  perimeter  of  the  mitigation  area. 


Habitat  changes  (acres)  within  the  mitigation  area  in  the  future  without 
management  condition 


The  first  -lenient  of  the  mitigation  plan  involves  the  construct  ion  of  a  le¬ 
vee  along  Grand  Bayou  and  Cutof f  Canal  and  improvement  of  an  existing  levee 
along  the  Grand  Bayou  Canal,  forming  the  eastern  herder  of  the  uni*--  (Figure 
4).  The  levee  would  te  set  back  50  feet  from  the  edge  of  the  waterways. 
Initially,  the  levee  would  be  buiit  to  a  height  of  +6  feet  mean  sea  level, 
with  an  expected  subsidence  of  y  feet.  According  to  NOLJCE  data,  the  +4 
foot  elevation  would  h*  sufficient  to  protect  against  mast  incoming  high 
tides.  Additional  lifts  t o  be*  added  to  the  levee,  plus  continued 
maintenance,  would  extend  tn~  motional  life  of  the  levee  to  100  years. 

The  second  element  of  the  mitigation  plan  involves  the  installation  of 
three  fixed-level  weirs  along  the  reach  of  the  newly  constructed  levee. 
The  weirs  would  be  constructed  of  timber  and  would  have  a  crest  elevation 
of  0.6  feet  below  marsh-floor  elevation.  These  wairs  would  imintain  a 
minimum  water  level  inside  the  mitigation  area  and  buffer  saltwater 
intrusion  from  normal  tidal  exchange,  while  still  allowing  movement  of 
estuarine  organisms  info  and  out  of  the  marsh  during  above-norntal  tidal 
surges.  The  norther nmost  weir  would  be  located  near  the  confluence  of 
Grand  Bayou  and  the  Grand  Bayou  Canal  across  an  opening  85  feet  wide.  The 
second  (middle)  weir  would  be  along  Grind  Bayou,  about  midway  along  the 
levee,  across  an  opening  25  feet  wide.  The  southern-most  weir  would  be 
along  Cutoff  Canal,  approximately  4,00(J  feet  south  of  the  second  weir, 
across  an  opening  35  feet  wide. 

With  those  features  in  place,  water  levels  and  salinities  are  expected  to 
stabilize  (Chabreck,  Hoar,  and  Larrick  1978)  and,  over  the  long  term, 
salinities  are  expected  to  decrease.  Within  the  first  growing  season  after 
construction,  unvegetatod  ojjen  water  areas  would  begin  to  support  aquatic 
vegetation  such  as  Eurasian  watermi  1 foi 1 ,  tanwort,  and  widgeongrass  (person¬ 
al  communication,  Allan  Knsminger,  lo  ;  iana  Department  of  Wildlife  and 
Fisheries,  August  17,  1582}.  As  sal  ini t  in  the  marsh  area  decrease,  and 
with  improved  water-level  control,  annual  grasses  U..g.,  wild  millet  and 
fall  panicum)  and  sedges  (e.g.,  leafy  threesquare)  would  begin  to  invade. 

Utilization  of  marsh  and  open  water  in  the  mitigation  area  by  fish  and 
wildlife  would  increase.  Stabilized  water  levels  would  improve  habitat 
conditions  for  furbearers  such  as  nutria,  muskrat,  river  otter,  and 
alligator  by  allowing  water  to  remain  in  interior  canals  even  during 
drought  conditions  and  by  increasing  the  production  of  desirable  food 
plants  (Chabreck  and  Hoffpauir  1965).  Wintering  writer  fowl  would  greatly 
benefit  from  the  stabilized  water  levels  and  increased  suhnergent  and  emer¬ 
gent  aquatic  vegetation  (Spiiler  and  Chabreck  1875).  Although  weirs  may 
hinder  the  movement  of  certain  estuarine  species  (e.g.,  croakers  and 
penaeid  shrimp)  to  and  from  marsh  areas  (Herke  1978),  the  benefit  to  accrue 
from  the  proposed  weirs  in  reducing  marsh  loss  should  greatly  outweigh  such 
anticipated  problems.  '  H  i  invit  •  -1  y  hunters ,  f  ishenwn,  and  trappers  would 
greatly  benefit  from  i  ricreas*  l  usag*  ■  of  rii-  mi  t  igat  i«,n  area  lay  fish  and 
wildlife  and  by  the  ma  i  m  <  •nance  of  minimum  witer  h-vols  which  would 
facilitate  access  wi'hir.  *  ho  area. 


Future  With-Management  Condition  of  Mitigation  Area 

In  order  to  esti irate  the  benefit  of  the  proposed  mitigation  plan,  certain 
basic  assumptions  were  made  relative  to  anticipated  changes  in  habitat 
quality  and  quantity  that  would  result  from  the  proposed  rranagement  plan. 
It  was  assumed  that  only  the  portion  of  the  habitat  loss  attributable  to 
saltwater  intrusion  would  be  halted  by  implementation  of  the  proposed 
management  scheme.  Habitat  loss  due  to  regional  subsidence  would  continue, 
unaffected  by  the  proposed  management,  program.  Accordingly,  to  project 
habitat  losses  due  to  subsidence  within  the  mitigation  area  in  the  future 
wi th -management  scenario,  the  rate  of  habitat  loss  that  occurred  from  1956 
to  1978  within  an  area  located  northwest  of  the  mitigation  area  (included 
in  the  l:24,000-scal<^  Bourg,  Louisiana,  topographic  map)  was  applied  to  the 
mitigation  area.  Ttiat  area  is  believed  to  be  experiencing  land  loss  due  to 
subsidence  and  mineral  'exploration,  only.  It  was  concluded  that  projecting 
habitat  loss  due  to  the  exploration  of  petroleum  products  could  be  more 
accurately  accomplished  by  using  historic  trends  within  the  1: 24,000-scale 
Lake  Bully  Camp,  Louisiana,  topographic  imp  (the  map  which  contains  the 
bulk  of  the  mitigation  area).  By  applying  those  loss  rates,  and  estimates 
of  habitat  benefits  to  accrue  from  management  (discussed  below),  anticipat¬ 
ed  changes  in  habitat  acreages  within  the  mitigation  area  for  the  future 
wi th-management  scenario  ware  tabulated  (Table  14).  These  figures  were 
presented  for  target  years  1984  (baseline),  1985  (date  of  completion  of 
structural  mitigation  features),  1990  (date  at  which  increases  in  HUV's  are 
anticipated  for  the  f resh/i ntermediate  and  open  water  habitats),  1995, 
2010,  2035,  and  2085  (the  end  of  functional  project  life). 

It  was  assumed  (based  on  the  previous  description  of  anticipated  habitat 
changes  under  management)  that  habitat  quality  (HUV)  of  the  fresh/ 
intermediate  marsh  and  open  water  areas  would  improve  within  five  years 
after  completion  of  the  structural  mitigation  features.  For  analysis 
purposes,  it  was  assumed  that  the  HUV  for  fresh/intermediate  marsh  would, 
within  five  years,  be  61.25,  the  average  HUV  of  intermediate  marsh  sites 
sampled  (reference  section  titled  Baseline  and  Future  Without-Management 
Conditions  of  Mitigation  Area)  within  the  mitigation  area  (Table  15). 
Based  on  a  description  of  anticipated  increases  in  aquatic  vegetation  and 
reduced  salinities  in  open  water  areas,  provided  by  Allan  Ensminger  of  the 
LDWF  (personal  communication ,  August  17,  1982),  the  interagency  group 
estimated  that  the  HUV  for  open  water  would  reach  44.60  five  years  after 
implementation  of  the  mitigation  project  (Table  15).  The  HUV's  of 
remaining  habitats  (i.e.,  brack ish/saline  marsh  and  upland)  were  assumed  to 
remain  constant  over  the  life  of  the  mitigation  project.  Finally,  it  was 
assumed  that  within  five  years  after  construction  (between  1985  and  1990) 
all  remaining  brackish/saline  marsh  would  convert  to  fresh/intermediate 
marsh  (Table  14). 
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Habitat  changes  (acres)  within  the  mitigation  area  in  the  future  with 
management  conditions 


Table  15.  Habitat  unit  values  of  mitigation  area  for  baseline  and  '  lture- 
with  nanagem?nt  scenario  (fV(MS> 


Habitat  type 

Baseline 

FVWS 

Fresh/ Interned iate  Marsh 

57.25 

61.25 

Brackish/Saline  Marsh 

39.00 

39.00 

Open  Water 

25.00 

44.60 

Upland 

7.50 

7.50 

The  product  of  the  HUV's  (Table  12  and  15)  and  the  habitat  acreages  (Tables 
13  and  14)  in  the  future  without-  and  future  wi th-management  conditions, 
respectively,  yielded  a  measure  (HU's)  of  the  habitat  quality  and  quantity 
under  either  condition  (Table  16).  Assuming  that  the  future  with- 
management  condition  produces  HU's  in  excess  of  that  available  in  the 
future  wi thout-management  condition,  the  net  annualized  difference  in  HU's 
between  these  two  conditions  is  attributable  to  the  management  program  im¬ 
plemented.  That  net  difference,  if  equal  in  quantity  to  the  net  annualized 
loss  in  HU's  attributable  to  the  hurricane  protection  project,  would  serve 
as  mitigation  for  the  project. 

As  in  the  project  impact  assessment,  a  man-day/monetary  analysis  of  the 
future  without-  and  future  wi  th-management  scenario  of  the  proposed 
mitigation  area  was  also  performed  (Table  17).  This  analysis  measured  the 
tangible  impacts  upon  human  uses  of  fish,  wildlife,  and  related 
recreational  resources  of  the  mitigation  area.  It  was  assumed  that 
per/acre  man-day /monetary  estimates  for  various  uses  remained  constant 
under  the  future  wi  thout-management  condition.  Per  /acre  iran-day  estimates 
for  the  future  wi  th-management  condition  were  assumed  to  follow  the  same 
trend  as  the  HUV  changes  projected  for  that  condition.  In  other  words, 
since  the  brackish/saline  marsh  HUV  did  not  increase  with  management,  the 
per/acre  man-day  estimates  were  assumed  to  remain  constant  under  that 
scenario  over  project  life.  Since  the  HUV  of  fresh/intermediate  marsh  was 
estimated  to  increase  by  7  percent  under  the  wi th-management  scenario,  the 
per /acre  man-day  estimate  was  also  assumed  to  increase  by  that  degree  over 
project  life.  That  same  rationale  was  used  in  computing  changes  in  fur 
harvest  and  wildlife-oriented  recreation  values  for  the  future  with-  and 
future  wi  thout-management  conditions.  In  estirreting  the  inpact  of 
management  on  sport  fishing  and  oormercial  fishery  harvest,  it  was  assumed 
that  harvest  was  directly  related  to  the  available  marsh  acreage 
(annualized)  over  project  life. 
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Due  to  the  prrximi  ty  o  •  .  proposed  mitigation  area  to  the  hurricane 
protect-ion  levee  pro  k-ei  area  and  to  *  he  very  nature  of  the  estimates  of 
baseline  commercial  fishery  and  fur  liarvest  rates  and  sport  fishing  and 
hunting  and  wildlife-oriented  recreation  j eventual s,  baseline  figures 
(reference  Tables  2,  3,  4,  5,  and  6)  for  the  project  area  were  applied  to 
the  mitigation  area.  The  unit  monetary  values  of  sport  and  commercial  fish 
and  wildlife  harvests  and  recreation  »1  uses  were  assumed  to  remain  constant 
over  project  Life.  .Jus*  as  wi  til  the  til-lb  analysis,  if  the  future  with- 
managemont.  scenario  produces  human -use  values  (i.e. ,  nan-days  and/or 
monetary  value)  in  excess  of  that  available  in  the  f u t u re-wi thout 
management  condition,  the  uei.  annualized  difference  can  be  applied  as 
compensat i on  for  losses  in  those  values  which  would  result  from 
implementation  of  the  hurricane  protection  project. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Although  wetland  liabi  tats ,  particularly  marsh,  in  the  project  area  are  be¬ 
ing  lost  through  saltwater  intrusion,  subsidence,  and  other  "natural 
c  tees"  at.  a  very  rapid  rate,  construction  of  the  proposed  hurricane  protec¬ 
tion  levee  would  cause  losses  in  wHlund  habitats  substantially  in  excess 
of  that  which  would  be  expected  to  occur  in  the  future  without -project 
condition.  The  proposed  project  should  not  adversely  impact  endangered  or 
threatened  species,  nor  species  proposed  for  such  listing,  since  none  are 
expected  to  occur  in  the  project  area.  The  project  will,  however,  cause  a 
net  annualized  loss  of  822  acres  of  marsh  and  227  acres  of  forested 
wetlands  and,  concomitantly,  have  a  significant  adverse  impact  on  the  fish 
and  wildlife  resources  which  those  habitats  support.  The  habitat-based 
analysis  (i.e.,  HEP  analysis)  of  project  impacts  to  those  resources 
indicated  a  net  annualize!  loss  of  82,931  HU's.  Measured  in  conventional, 
monetary  terms,  the  project  would  cause  an  average  annual  loss  of  540,000 
pounds  of  commercial  fishery  nerves'  valued  at-  over  $133,000;  3,286 
man-days  of  sport  fishing  valued  at  nearly  $13,000;  nearly  930  man-days  of 
sport  hunting  value!  at  over  $8,000;  over  $2,500  in  fur  harvest;  and  over 
$1,800  in  wildlife-oriented  recreation. 

Since  project  modifications  to  eliminate  these  adverse  impacts  to  fish  and 
wildlife  resources  have  been  deemed  impractical  or  undesirable  from  the 
view  point  of  the  construction  agency  and/or  the  local  sponsors,  the  only 
acceptable  alternative  to  ensure  equal  consideration  of  fish  and  wildlife 
resources  would  be  to  provide  off  -site  mitigation  for  those  "unavoidable" 
pro ject -induced  impacts.  Consistent  with  the  mitigation  policy  established 
by  the  FWS,  a  tract  of  publicly-owned  property  on  the  Pointe-au-Chien 
Wild  Life  Management  Area  has  been  selected  for  management,  with  the  goal  of 
improving  habitat  quality  and/or  quantity  above  that  which  would  occur  in 
the  future,  without  any  structure*!  management  program.  If  the  management 
program  were  successful ,  this  improved  condition,  measured  in  both  HU's  and 
in  human -use  values,  would  serve  t.o  mi  t  i  gat  a  or  compensate  for  unavoidable 
project  darns r  •: ;  to  similar  haM’ais. 

The  HEP  analysis  t>*r  formed  on  Hie  proposed  mit  igation  area  indicated  that 
implemented  ;  a  ,  operation,  and  mii  ntenaneo  of  a  sound,  structural  manage¬ 
ment:  prrxeu:'-  :ouLd  [Max luce  an  av'*i  a<c  annual  excess  of  83,577  HU's  (Table 


J  - 


16).  I'm*.  oxc- 

is n i:  1 1  loss  5 

r. ae  impact  or 


our 


HT  , 

t:i'- 


sar.o  for  •  ■ 
.  Low 
h,.i!!i-:ia- u so 


harvosl  woubi  •’ 
project.  Conve 
value,  produced 
potentials  whic 
times  the  loss 
protection  pro j 
increased  wild 
mitigation  plan 
for  those  values  1 


proj-  et- induced 
or,  analysis  of 
n«  va  1  .•  ( i  .  e .  , 

r,  would  y  i.n  its 
50s  ol  •  ose  values 
pounds  of  the  over 
:  and  only  2,400  of 
as  a  result  of  the 
ian.  Even  after 


xi  sf  d . i •  •  *.  o  imp !•  mentation  of  tlie  hurricane  protection 
rseiy,  sport  hunt,  mg  p  , cent  Lai  and  its  attendant  monetary 
via  the  :ri  r.i  gat  ion  plan,  would  almost  double  sport  hunting 
h  w-,i!d  los‘- 
i  n  t  a  r  i 
j  u 

1  ;  i  e-or  i  reel  d.  ion  val  ues  produced  under  the 

would  b?  si  ight  ’  /  below  that  required  to  fully  cxonpensate 
ost.  ’  ‘  rough  m'o toet  construction. 


■■  i;i  -day 

mono  t  i  r 

/ 

\:\a  \  >  a  . 

1  i  :v  1  i ■  -at . --d  that  :  n- • 

pr-ogi  i- 

i  L i Lit  y 

to  comp 

a. » r  •  ;  a 

r  ’  ae  ;  j  r  u  j.».j  t  -  i  ne.u 

>  d  ’OS 

'Tables 

10,  1  i  , 

a 

n.i  ]  ■  . 

Ap;  rox  i  :,i  1 1  -  •  1  y  40 

,  PCM.) 

5 >'0 , 00 U 

-pound  a 

an 

aal  loan 

of  .xnum'-rcial  f isherv 

iiurv*-s 

the  neat 

fly  3,3UO 

ru.ii 

a-day^'  a! 

'•a  *  >r '  .  ishi  ng  lost  a: 

mual  ly 

r  o  j  e  c 

t  would 

b* 

?  l  -u: 

-  e  d  v  :  a  i :  e  in  i  t  i  g  a  t 

ion  p 

implementation  of 

, 

no  om.Hjo.; 

<_d  nunagement  plan,  tt 

let  i  ,  a 

in  To as 

tai  :.o  ui 

>  L 

ana  ’  :  a: 

jot  '  "is iii  ng  jjotent 

ial  and 

t  r  v- 

.  >  r- 


with  project  implementation.  Nearly  four 
value  a. ssociated  with  the  hurricane 
replaced  by  the  mitigation  plan,  while 


It  has  been  concluded,  then,  that  the  proposed  mitigation  plan,  if  imple¬ 
mented  simultaneously  with,  renowtd  pro  joct  construction ,  would  in  most 
respects  adequately  comp-mua to  for  project-induced  losses  to  fish  and 
wildlife  resources.  It  has  boon,  further  concluded  that  much  of  the  Pointe- 
au-Chien  Wildlife  Man  lg.imtnt  Ar-a  outside  of  the  proposed  mitigation  area 
(approximately  2  3,' ‘000  acr* >s )  will  oonti nu>*  to  deteriorate  and  be  lost  to 
subsidence  and  erosion  at  an  ever  i  net-  'using  rate.  Inasmuch  as  this 
continued  marsh  loss  is  a  primary  result  of  eliminating  freshwater  and 
sediment  transport  due  to  levee  construction  along  the  Lower  Mississippi 
River  and,  in  particular,  elimination  of  bayou  Lafourche  as  a  distributary 
of  the  Mississippi  River,  it  would  seem  appropriate  to  support,  via  project 
funding,  enhancement  of  that  part  ion  of  the  Wildlife  Management  Area  not 
proposed  for  inclusion  '  the  rni  l  L-j.h  ion  proposal  >uch  enhancement  is 
provided  for  via  the  oral  Water  Project  Rer  on  Act,  Public  Law 
89-72,  as  amended  (16  U.S.e.  460  -  1  (12),  et  seq. ).  In  this  case,  the  Act 
would  provide  that  initial  implementation  costs  of  the  enhancement  program 
for  sport  fish  and  wildlife  resources  be  cost-shared  on  a  75  percent 
Federal  and  25  percent  non-Pederal  basis.  In  addition,  non-Federal 
interests  would  assume  all  costs  for  operation,  maintenance,  and 
replacement  of  structural  enhancement  features.  Present  reporting 
deadlines  do  not  allow  additional  discussion  of  the  need  for  such  an 
enhancement  program  nor  the  management  concept  which  would  generate 
enhancement  benefits;  therefore,  expansion  of  the  enhancement  concept  will 
be  included  in  the  Final  Co-ordination  Act  Report  for  this  project. 

RHXW4ENDATI0NS 

Based  on  a  review  of  the  currently  selected  plan  for  the  Larose  to  Golden 
Meadow,  Louisiana,  Hurricane  Protection  Project,  the  IWS  recommends  that 
the  following  measures,  many  of  which  were  contained  in  cast  letter  reports 


u  < 


be  ;'.t  'oment-'d  to  ensure  equal  consideration  of 


dealing  with  this  pro;  v.., 
fish  and  wildlife  resouro.  . 

1.  The  levee  south,  of  Yankee  Canal  and  east  of  Bayou  Lafourche 
shall  be  realigned  to,  as  nearly  as  possible,  follow  the  nat¬ 
ural  levee  along  Bayou  Lafourche  (Appendix  A,  Figure  2). 

2.  In  the  Clovelly  Farms  area  (Appendix  C,  Figure  1): 

a.  all  borrow  material  shall  be  obtained  from  upland  sources 
or  from  existing  borrow  canals,  and 

b.  the  enclosure  of  the  triangle  of  marsh  near  the  northwest 
corner  of  Clovelly  Farms  shall  be  deleted  from  project 
plans. 

3.  In  the  LL&E  area  (Appendix  C,  Figure  1): 

a.  no  borrow  material  shall  be  removed  from  intermediate 
marsh,  brackish  marsh,  or  forested  wetlands, 

b.  the  proposed  levee  sequent:  located  north  of  Centerline 
Station  224+00  shall  be  moved  west  of  its  present  alinement 
to  avoid  destruction  of  forested  wetlands  along  the  Bayou 
Raphael  ridge, 

c.  the  proposed  levee  segment  located  between  Baseline 
Stations  66+63  and  77+38  shall  be  realigned  approximately 
170  feet  to  tfv*  east  to  avoid  impacts  on  nesting  cover  at 
a  wading  bird  nesting  colony  located  in  that  segment,  and 

d.  construction  act  Lvity  shal 1  oe  prohibited  between  Baseline 
Stations  29+00  and  °9 ♦ 00  uing  the  period  of  February  15 
to  August  15  of  each  year  in  order  to  minimize  disturbance 
of  the  wading  bird  rookery. 

4.  The  leve^  north  of  Breton  Canal  and  east  of  Bayou  Lafourche 
shall  be  realigned  to  exclude  the  nearly  1,700  acres  of 
wetlands  in  that  area  from  levee  protection,  or  water  control 
structures,  that  would  remain  open  during  norrrBl  water  periods 
to  allow  for  tidal  exchanges  through  the  levee  system,  shall  be 
constructed  in  Hie  proposed  levee  to  preserve  the  integrity  of 
those  wetlands  Appendix  0,  [date  1  ,  reference  Potential 
Mitigation  Area). 

5.  If  the  above  recomm.-ndations  cannot:  bo  implemented  as  an  inte¬ 
gral  part  of  *  his  hurricane  protect  ion  project,  the  full  extent 
of  una  voidabl  •>  adverse  im;victs  to  fish  and  wildlife  resources 
shall  be  mi  -  i  ga+--  i  via  implementation  of  the  water  management 
plan  for  *  •'•o  ■‘■n  r.t  --an -Orion  Wildlife  Management  Area,  as  out¬ 
lined  i  :i  f  1 1 !  •  text  of  this  report. ,  concurrently  with 
const 1  ..clioti  o*  Hi*-1  hurrican-*  protect ion  prelect. 


In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  remainder  of  the  watlar.  '  •  of  the 
Pointe-au-Chien  Wildlife  Management  Area  not  propos  for 
inclusion  under  the  mitigation  proposal  will  continue  to 
deteriorate  at  an  ever  increasing  rate,  a  program  to  enhance 
the  fish  and  wildlife  habitat  of  that  area  shall  be 
implemented,  as  provided  for  in  the  Federal  Water  Project 
Recreation  Act,  Public  Law  89-72,  as  amended.  That  enhancement 
proposal  is  being  developed  cooperatively  by  the  FWS  and  the 
LDWF ,  in  consultation  with  the  National  Marine  Fisheries 
Service. 
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^  V  United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

W  2  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 

1?  f  XtCUT'Vt  PARK  DRIVE,  N.  E. 

ATLANTA,  GEORGIA  30329 

July  3,  1975 

District  Engineer 

U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

New  Orleans,  Louisiana 

Dear  Sir: 

Reference  is  made  to  our  letter  dated  December  10,  1974,  prepared  in 
response  to  public  notice  LMNED-DL  (Levee  Construction  Larose  to  Golden 
Meadow  Hurricane  Protection  project),  dated  November  1,  1974.  In  our 
letter,  you  were  informed  that  prior  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  reports 
did  not  adequately  assess  the  damages  to  fish  and  wildlife  resources 
associated  with  the  valuable  coastal  wetlands  within  the  project  area 
and  that  a  revised  report  would  be  prepared  with  a  view  toward  mini¬ 
mizing  destruction  of  these  resources.  This  revised  report  is  submitted 
in  accordance  with  provisions  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act 
(48  Stat.  401,  as  amended;  16  U.S.C.  661  et  seq.). 


PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

The  Larose  to  Golden  Meadow,  Louisiana,  Hurricane  Protection  project 
(formerly  Grand  Isle,  Louisiana,  and  vicinity  Hurricane  Protection 
project)  was  authorized  by  Public  Law  89-298,  89th  Congress,  and  approved 
October  27,  1965.  The  project  area  extends  along  both  banks  of  Bayou 
Lafourche  from  Larose,  Louisiana,  to  approximately  2  miles  south  of 
Golden  Meadow,  Louisiana,  (figure  1).  The  project  is  divided  into  six 
sections.  The  dredging  work  within  these  units  consists  of  construction 
of  approximately  4  miles  of  new  levees,  enlargement  of  about  41  miles 
of  existing  non-Federal  levees,  and  construction  of  2  navigable  flood- 
control  structures  in  Bayou  Lafourche  near  Larose  and  Golden  Meadow, 
Louisiana.  The  existing  non-Federal  levee  will  be  enlarged  by  placing 
material  along  the  new  levee  centerline  in  a  series  of  lifts  which  will 
either  straddle  the  existing  levee  or  be  located  adjacent  to  it.  In 
areas  where  levees  are  not  present,  material  will  be  placed  in  the  marsh 
along  the  new  levee  centerline  in  a  series  of  lifts.  Throughout  most  of 
the  project  reach,  the  borrow  areas  will  be  located  on  the  protected 
side  of  the  new  levee;  however,  two  sections  will  utilize  borrow  areas 
located  outside  the  new  levee. 


RESOURCES  WITHOUT  THE  PROJEC 


Fish  and  wildlife  values  vary  from  section  to  section,  therefore,  these 
resources  will  be  described  separately. 

Section  A 


The  western  portion  of  this  section  contains  some  brackish  marsh  but 
has  been  extensively  diked  and  drained.  Construction  of  this  portion 
is  under  way.  Fish  and  wildlife  resources  in  this  segment  are  con¬ 
sidered  low  to  moderate. 

The  eastern  portion  of  this  section,  which  lies  south  of  Yankee  Canal 
and  east  of  Bayou  Lafourche,  contains  approximatel y  2,700  acres  of 
brackish  marsh'  and  associated  tidal  ponds  and  streams  (figure  1). 
Predominant  vegetation  in  this  marsh  is  saltmeadow  cordgrass  (Spartina 
patens ) ,  saltmarsh  cordgrass  (Spartina  al term' flora ) ,  and  saltgrass 
(Distich! is  spicata).  decaying  vegetation  is  transported  by  tidal 
action  from  the  marsh  to  the  ponds  and  tidal  creeks  of  the  area,  thereby 
supplying  detritus  and  nutrients  valuable  in  the  maintenance  of  a  high 
level  of  biological  productivity.  The  undrained  wetlands  in  this 
project  segment  provide  suitable  habitat  for  numerous  juvenile  and 
adult  fishes  and  shellfishes.  Included  among  these  are  spotted  seatrout, 
sand  seatrout,  Atlantic  croaker,  black  drum,  red  drum,  spot,  southern 
kingfish,  silver  perch,  sheepshead,  spadefish,  southern  flounder,  sea 
catfish,  gafftopsai 1  catfish,  striped  mullet,  menhaden,  blue  crab, 
brown  shrimp,  and  white  shrimp.  Other  organisms  used  as  food  by  sport 
and  commercial  fishes  are  also  found  in  the  project  area  including  mud 
crabs,  bay  anchovy,  grass  shrimp,  and  killifishes.  The  marshes  and 
open-water  areas  of  this  project  segment  are  also  capable  of  providing 
life  support  elements  to  herons,  egrets,  ibises,  bitterns,  rails, 
muskrats,  river  otter,  nutria,  raccoon,  and  mink.  Migratory  waterfowl 
found  in  and  adjacent  to  the  project  area  include  American  coot,  pin¬ 
tail,  mallard,  American  widgeon,  mottled  duck,  blue-winged  teal,  green¬ 
winged  teal,  gadwall,  lesser  scaup,  ring-necked  duck,  and  northern 
shoveller.  The  Golden  Meadow  Floodgate  spoil  stockpile  area,  which 
comprises  over  15  acres,  is  located  immediately  adjacent  to  this  area 
and  is  also  composed  of  brackish  marsh. 

Section  C 

A  large  portion  of  the  wetlands  in  this  project  segment  have  been 
extensively  diked  and  drained.  However,  approximately  850  acres  of 


1.  Chabreck,  R.  H.,  "Vegetation,  Water  and  Soil  Characteristics  of  the 
Louisiana  Coastal  Zone."  Louisiana  Aaricultural  Fxperiment  Station 
Bulletin  No.  664.  1972. 
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coastal  shallow  and  deep  fresh  marsh  and  wooded  swamp3  in  the  Belle 
Amie  area  remain  relatively  unaltered  (figure  1).  Dominant  vegetation 
in  the  area  consists  of  bulltongue  (Sagittaria  falcata),  while  other 
common  perennials  include  cattail  (Typha  spp.)  and  southern  bulrush 
(Scirpus  cal ifornicus).  Dwarf  spikerush  (Eleocharis  parvula)  and  annual 
grasses  and  sedges,  valuable  as  waterfowl  food,  are  also  abundant.  This 
area  supports  numerous  wildlife  species  including  snowy  egrets,  grea* 
egrets,  little  blue  herons,  night  herons,  black-necked  stilts,  ibises, 
clapper  rails,  gallinules,  Forster's  terns,  and  lesser  yellowlegs. 
Migratory  waterfowl,  seasonally  abundant  in  this  area,  include  mallard, 
pintail,  American  widgeon,  gadwall,  blue-winged  teal,  green-winged  teal, 
mottled  duck,  and  American  coot.  The  American  alligator,  presently  listed 
as  an  endangered  species,3  also  inhabits  this  area.  Suitable  habitat  is 
also  provided  for  nutria,  muskrat,  raccoon,  mink,  and  river  otter. 

Through  tidal  action  and  surface  runoff,  nutrients  and  detritus  are 
transported  from  these  wetlands  to  adjacent  estuarine  waters.  These 
wetlands  therefore  contribute  to  the  production  of  important  sport 
and  commercial  finfishes  and  shellfishes.  Estuarine  organisms  tolerant 
of  low  salinities,  such  as  blue  crab  and  striped  mullet,  are  also  found 
in  this  area. 

Local  interests  have  applied  for  a  Department  of  the  Army  permit, 

LMNOD-SP  (Lafourche  Parish  Wetlands)20,  to  construct  and  maintain 
levees  and  a  closure  dam  that  would  result  in  the  reclamation  of  these 
wetlands.  However,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  in  a  letter  dated 
January  16,  1975,  recommended  that  the  permit  be  denied.  The  permit 
has  not  been  issued,  and  we  have  assumed,  for  purposes  of  our  evaluation 
of  the  effects  of  the  project,  that  it  will  not  be  issued. 

Sections  B,  D,  E,  and  F 

Wetlands  of  these  project  segments  have  been  extensively  diked  and 
drained.  Relatively  small  undrained  portions  of  these  segments  consist 
of  coastal  shallow  and  deep  fresh  marsh  and  wooded  swamp  (wetlands 
types  12,  13,  and  7),  and  provide  essential  life  support  elements  to 
wildlife  species  common  to  the  Belle  Amie  area  previously  described. 


2.  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  "Wetlands 
of  the  United  States,"  Circular  39.  Issued  1956.  Reissued  1971. 

3.  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  "United 
States  List  of  Endangered  Fauna."  May  1974. 
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RESOURCES  WITH  THE  PROJECT 


Section  A 


Construction  of  the  project  as  currently  planned  will  have  a  major 
adverse  and  irreversible  impact  on  valuable  fish  and  wildlife  resources 
in  the  eastern  portion  of  this  project  segment.  Levee  closure  and 
subsequent  drainage  will  destroy  approximately  2,700  acres  of  valuable 
brackish  marsh  with  a  corresponding  loss  of  attendant  fish  and  wildlife. 

Section  C 


Accomplishment  of  the  work  as  proposed  in  the  Belle  Amie  area  of  this 
project  segment  would  have  severe  adverse  impacts  on  fish  and  wildlife 
resources.  An  estimated  750  acres  of  valuable  freshwater  marsh  and 
100  acres  of  wooded  swamp  would  be  segmented  from  the  surrounding 
wetlands  and  would  be  eventually  drained  and  converted  to  agricultural, 
residential,  and  commercial  uses.  The  value  of  the  enclosed  area  to 
wetland  wildlife  species  would  be  virtually  eliminated  and  its  fishery 
resource  value  destroyed. 

Sections  B,  D,  E,  and  F 

Completion  of  these  project  segments  will  eventually  lead  to  the  drainage 
of  the  relatively  small  undrained  wetland  areas  in  these  segments  with 
a  corresponding  loss  of  their  wildlife  value.  However,  opportunities 
for  project  modifications  which  would  greatly  reduce  these  losses  are 
negl igible. 


DISCUSSION 


Harris,  in  a  study  of  Louisiana  estuarine-dependent  commercial  fishery 
production, ^  stated  his  belief  that  high-priced  fishes  and  shellfishes 
(seatrout,  crabs,  shrimp,  and  oysters)  are  presently  undergoing  maximum 
commercial  exploitation.  He  also  believes  that  total  production  has 
peaked  and  will  decline  in  proportion  to  the  acreage  of  marshland  lost 
to  forces  such  as  subsidence,  erosion,  saltwater  intrusion,  drainage, 
hurricane  protection  projects,  pollution,  or  industrial  and  housing 


4.  Harris,  A.  H.,  "Louisiana  Estuarine  Dependent  Commercial  Fishery 
Production  and  Values,"  (Regional  Summary  and  WRPA-9  and  WRPA-10 
Analysis  of  Production  and  Habitat  Requirements).  Unpublished  report 
prepared  for  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce,  National  Marine  Fisheries 
Service,  Water  Resources  Division,  St.  Petersburg,  Florida. 


developments.  The  results  of  other  studiesb  of  coastal  Louisiana  have 
shown  that  its  wetlands  are  now  being  lost  at  the  alarming  rate  of  over 
16.5  square  miles  per  year.  This  loss  is  attributed  to  subsidence, 
compaction,  erosion,  and  construction  activities,  and  has  been  greatly 
accelerated  by  the  construction  of  flood-control  levees  and  reservoirs 
throughout  the  Mississippi  River  system.  In  view  of  this  loss,  it  is 
imperative  that  all  responsible  agencies  strive  to  preserve  as  much 
marshland  as  possible  in  order  to  mitigate  the  impact  of  this  loss  on 
activities  such  as  commercial  and  sport  fishing,  hunting,  and  fur 
production . 

Although  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  is  not  opposed  to  the  protection 
of  developed  areas  from  damaging  floods,  we  cannot  condone  the  unnecessary 
reclamation  of  thousands  of  acres  of  productive  wetlands  located  adjacent 
to  sparsely  populated  areas.  Congress,  as  well  as  numerous  Federal 
agencies,  has  placed  a  much  higher  priority  on  the  preservation  of 
estuarine  and  associated  wetlands  and  on  more  careful  planning  for  over¬ 
all  environmental  quality.  Construction  of  hurricane  protection  levees 
as  proposed  in  the  eastern  portion  of  section  A  and  in  the  Belle  Amie 
portion  of  section  C  will  provide  flood  protection  to  wetland  areas 
which  thrive  on  periodic  inundation.  In  these  two  project  segments, 
flood-protection  levees  could  be  constructed  on  or  immediately  adjacent 
to  nonwetland  sites  for  which  flood  protection  is  needed  or  in  order  to 
keep  the  overall  protection  plan  intact.  This  alternative  would  provide 
adequate  flood  protection  and  would  greatly  reduce  damages  to  fish  and 
wildlife  resources  in  the  project  area. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 

Thousands  of  acres  of  valuable  fish  and  wildlife  habitat  have  already 
been  leveed  and  drained  throughout  the  project  area  as  a  result  of 
privately  constructed  and  maintained  protection  levees.  This  Service 
therefore  recommends  that  the  following  project  modifications  be  adopted 
so  that  fish  and  wildlife  losses  may  be  reduced: 

1.  the  levee  south  of  Yankee  Canal  and  east  of  Bayou 
Lafourche  be  relocated  to  the  natural  levee  along 
Bayou  Lafourche  or  immediately  adjacent  thereto 
(figure  2); 


5.  Chatry,  F.  M.,  and  S.  M.  Galiano,  "Shaping  and  Reshaping  a  Delta  - 
Technology  and  Nature  Collaborate."  Reprinted,  with  minor  modifications, 
from  Fall  1970  issue  of  Water  Spectrum  magazine. 


2.  the  portion  of  the  section  C  levee  associated  with 
the  undrained  wetlands  near  Belle  Amie  be  relocated 
as  closely  as  possible  to  nonwetland  areas  adjacent 
to  Belle  Amie  (figure  2)  and  such  areas  extend  an 
approximate  distance  of  0.25  mile  west  of  Louisiana 
Highway  1  at  Belle  Amie; 

3.  the  floodgate  stockpile  to  be  located  in  section  A 
be  relocated  to  the  west  side  of  Bayou  Lafourche 
within  the  area  enclosed  by  the  levee  system 
(figure  2);  and, 

4.  all  borrow  material  utilized  in  construction  of  the 
realigned  segments  of  sections  A  and  C  referenced 
above  be  obtained  from  the  areas  to  be  enclosed. 

This  report  has  been  reviewed  and  concurred  in  by  the  National  Marine 
Fisheries  Service  and  the  Louisiana  Wild  Life  and  Fisheries  Commission. 
Copies  of  Regional  Director  Stevenson's  and  Director  Angelle's  letters 
of  concurrence  are  attached. 

We  would  welcome  the  opportunity  to  meet  with  your  staff  to  discuss  our 
areas  of  concern.  Please  keep  us  advised  of  the  status  of  this  project 

Sincerely  yours, 

C*. 

Regional  Director 
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FIGURE  2 


U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 

National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administration 

NATIONAL  MARINE  FIShERiFS  SERVICE 

Duval  Building 

9450  Gandy  Boulevard 

St.  Petersburg,  FL  33702 


May  7,  1975  FSE21/DM 


Mr.  Kenneth  E.  Black 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
17  Executive  Park  Drive,  N.E. 

Atlanta,  GA  30329 

Dear  Mr.  Black: 

Reference  is  made  to  Mr.  John  D.  Green's  letter  dated  April  22, 
1975,  concerning  the  review  draft  of  your  revised  report  on  the 
authorized  levee  construction  Larose  to  Golden  Meadow,  hurricane 
protection  project,  you  are  submitting  in  accordance  with  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act,  as  amended. 

Your  findings  and  recommendations  support  the  concerns  regard¬ 
ing  this  project  we  expressed  to  the  District  Engineer,  New 
Orleans  District,  by  letter  dated  December  13,  1974,  in  response 
to  Public  Notice  LMNED-DL  (Levee  Construction  Larose  to  Golden 
Meadow,  Hurricane  Protection  Project)  dated  November  1,  1974. 
Therefore,  we  concur  in  your  draft  report. 

Sincerely , 

William  H.  Stevenson 
Regional  Director 
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May  7,  15)75 


Mr.  -John  D.  Green 
Regional  Supervisor 
Division  of  Ecological  Services 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
17  Executive  Park  Drive,  N.  F. 

Atlanta,  Georgia  301125) 

Dear  Sir: 

Personnel  of  the  Louisiana  Wildlife  and  Fisheries  Commission  have  reviewed 
your  proposed  report  on  the  Larosc  to  Golden  Meadow,  La. ,  Hurricane  Protection 
Project.  We  believe  the  report  adequately  describes  the  adverse  impacts  on  fish 
and  wildlife  resources  which  would  result  if  the  project,  as  currently  planned,  is 
implemented. 

Our  agency  certainly  is  not  opposed  to  flood  protection  for  heavily  populated 
areas.  However,  improved  project  planning  could  significantly  reduce  losses  of 
productive  wetlands  supporting  abundant  fish  and  wildlife  resources.  We  are, 
therefore,  in  concurrence  with  the  project  modifications  as  outlined  in  the  proposed 
report. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity-  to  review  and  comment  on  the  proposed  report  of 
the  subject  project. 


Sincerely  yours, 


.  ) 

■  ,j  V  ‘  . 

■).  Burton  Angelic 
Director 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 

1/  t-xn:ur;vt  muk  omvt,  n.  t. 

ATI. AN!  A.  GEORGIA  303?9 


January  9,  1976 

Hi  strict  Engineer 

U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

New  Orleans,  Louisiana 

Dear  Sir: 

Refers,  nee  is  made  to  your  letter  dated  October  3,  1975,  LMNED-DL, 
regarding  the  authorized  project,  "Larose  to  Golden  Meadow  Hurricane 
Protection  Project,  Louisiana."  This  supplemental  report  is 
submitted  in  accordance  with  provisions  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Coordination  Act  (48  Stat.  401,  as  amended;  16  U.S.C.  661  et  seq.). 
vour  letter  and  an  attached  map  were  prepared  in  response  to  our 
jul.y  3,  1  975,  revised  report  on  this  project  which  recommended 
changes  in  project  plans  in  order  to  reduce  damages  to  fish  and 
wildlife  resources.  These  recommendations  are  listed  below  and 
discussed  in  relation  to  comments  contained  in  your  October  3, 

1975,  letter. 

recommendation  1 :  The  levee  south  of  Yankee  Canal  and  east  of 
Bayou  Lafourche  be  relocated  to  the  natural  levee  along  Bayou 
Lafourche  or  immediately  adjacent  thereto. 

Remarks:  According  to  your  October  3,  1975,  letter,  the  existence 
ot  a  producing  oil  field,  numerous  pipelines  and  other  oilfield 
facilities,  and  probable  difficulties  with  acquisition  of  rights- 
of-way  preclude  adoption  of  this  recommendation.  However,  you  have 
initiated  action  to  utilize  an  alternate  alignment  which  would 
reduce  wetland  destruction  by  approximately  800  acres.  We  are 
pleased  to  note  this  alteration  of  project  plans  that  will 
significantly  reduce  damages  to  wetland-associated  fish  and 
wildlife.  However,  an  estimated  1,900  acres  of  valuable  brack  'sh 
marsh  and  associated  ponds  and  streams  will  be  destroyed  by 
utilization  of  this  alternate  plan.  A  substantial  loss  of 
potential  hunting  opportunities  will  result  from  this  action. 

This  includes  an  estimated  potential  annual  loss  of  585  man-days 
of  small-game  hunting  and  445  man-days  of  waterfowl  hunting. 
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It  is  estimated  that  commercial  fur  production  will  incur  an 
annual  loss  of  346  pelts  per  year.  Commercial  fishery  losses 
resulting  from  the  elimination  of  1,900  acres  of  valuable 
estuarine  wetlands  in  the  Yankee  Canal  area  will  also  be 
substantial.  Approximately  578,000  pounds  of  commercial 
estuarine-dependent  production  will  be  lost  annually. 

Recommendation  2:  That  portion  of  the  section  C  levee  associ 
with  the  undrained  wetlands  near  Belle  Amie  be  relocated  as  c 
as  possible  to  nonwetland  areas  adjacent  to  Belle  Amie,  and  s 
areas  extend  an  approximate  distance  of  0.25  mile  west  of  Lou 
Highway  1  at  Belle  Amie. 


Remarks :  It  is  noted  in  your  October  3,  1975,  letter  that  im 
mentation  of  this  alternative  is  not  considered  feasible  beca 
of  greatly  increased  construction  and  maintenance  costs  and 
difficulties  and  delays  associated  with  obtaining  rights-of-w 
This  will  necessitate  implementation  of  the  original  plan,  wi 
an  associated  elimination  of  approximately  750  acre.,  of  fresh 
marsh  and  100  acres  of  wooded  swamp.  Estimated  annual  losses 
of  potential  hunting  opportunities  associated  with  this  destr 
of  wetland  habitat  are  substantial  and  include  344  man-days  o 
small-game  hunting  and  95  days  of  waterfowl  hunting.  Fur 
production  in  these  wetlands  will  be  reduced  by  an  estimated 
453  pelts  annually.  Commercial  fishery  losses  will  also  be 
severe  with  the  implementation  of  this  project  feature.  An 
estimated  259,000  pounds  of  estuarine-dependent  fishery  produ 
will  be  lost  annually. 

Recommendation  3:  The  floodgate  stockpile  to  be  located  in  s 
A  be  relocated  to  the  west  side  of  Bayou  Lafourche  within  the 
enclosed  by  the  levee  system. 

Remarks :  Since  you  will  now  relocate  this  feature  to  an  area 
inside  the  protected  area,  damages  will  be  reduced  accordingl 


Recommendation  4:  AVI  borrow  material  utilized  in  the  construction 
of  the  realigned  segments  of  sections  A  and  C.  be  obtained  from  the 
areas  to  be  enclosed. 

Reniar_ks :  We  are  pleased  to  note  that  this  recommendation  will  also 
be  implemented.  This  action  will  reduce  the  impact  of  the  project 
on  adjacent  marsh. 

DISCUSSION 

Substantial  changes  in  project  plans  have  been  instituted  to  reduce 
damages  to  fish  and  wildlife  resources.  However,  these  damages 
will  still  be  quite  severe.  Approximately  1,900  acres  of  brackish 
marsh,  750  acres  of  fresh  marsh,  and  100  acres  of  wooded  swamp  will 
be  eliminated  by  completion  of  the  project  as  now  planned.  It  is 
therefore  apparent  that  alterations  in  levee  alignments  will  not 
be  sufficient  to  adequately  compensate  for  the  severe  damages  to 
these  valuable  resources.  The  only  project  modification  we  are 
aware  of  that  will  eliminate  this  destruction  of  valuable  wetlands 
is  the  incorporation  of  water-control  structures  into  the  Belle 
Amie  and  Yankee  Canal  levee  segments.  These  structures  would  allow 
tidal  exchange  with  adjacent  waters  under  normal  conditions,  but 
would  he  closed  preceding  and  during  nu.-r  i  ■  ane\ .  Tin's  system  would 
be  designed  to  provide  hurricane  flood  grotr'f  n  to  existing 
residential  areas  while  preserving  the  chumm.  ter  of  the  enclosed 
wetlands.  If  this  al teration  in  prole  4  ms  is  not  implemented, 
adequate  compensa*  ion  for  proje... !  icimaqe:.  !o  fish  and  wildlife 
resources  can  only  be  provided  bv  the  pure  base  of  marshlands  for 
the  purpose  of  intensive  fist,  and  wildlife  manage',  ent . 

Section  6c  V(- i  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act  states: 
"When  consistent  with  t ho  purposes  of  sections  6C1  to  666c  of  this 
title  and  the  reports  and  findings  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  land,  waters,  .mad  interests  therein  may  be  acquired 

lay  Federal  construction  agencies  for  the  wildlife  conservation 
and  development  purposes  of  sections  661  to  666c  of  this  title  as 
reasonably  needed  Vi  preserve  and  assure  for  the  public  benefit 
the  wildlife  potentials  of  the  particular  project  area  . ..." 
(emphasis  added;.  it  is  therefore  recommended  that  marshlands 
located  adducent  fo  t.he  nearby  I’omte  au-f.hien  Wildlife  Management 


Area  be  purchased  in  a  quantity  similar  to  that  to  be  eliminated 
by  the  project,  and  transferred  to  the  Louisiana  Wild  Life  and 
Fisheries  Commission  for  management.  The  location  of  these  lands 
is  shown  on  the  attached  map.  We  wish  to  point  out  that  acquisition 
ar.d  development  costs  and  annual  operation  and  maintenance  costs  for 
mitigation  purposes  are  properly  charged  as  a  project  cost.  We 
realize  that  this  acquisition  must  be  authorized  by  Congress 
following  a  specific  request  for  such  authority  by  your  agency. 
However,  we  are  confident  that  you  will  recognize  the  need  to 
mitigate  the  substantial  losses  of  valuable  coastal  wetlands 
and  their  attendant  fist),  wildlife,  and  related  resources 
associated  with  this  project. 

This  report  has  been  reviewed  by  the  National  Marine  Fisheries 
Service  and  the  Louisiana  Wild  Life  and  Fisheries  Commission. 

Copies  of  Regional  Director  Stevenson's  letter  of  comment  and 
Director  Angelle's  letter  of  concurrence  are  attached. 

Please  advise  us  of  your  action  on  our  recommendations. 


Regional  Director 
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UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
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U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 

National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administration 

NATIONAL  MARINE  FISHERIES  SERVICE 
Duval  Building 
9450  Gandy  Boulevard 
St.  Petersburg,  FL  33702 


December  8,  1975 


FSE21/GB 


Mr.  Kenneth  E.  Black 
Regional  Director 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
17  Executive  Park  Drive,  NE 
Atlanta,  GA  30329 

Dear  Mr.  Black: 

The  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  (NMFS)  has  received  and 
reviewed  a  copy  of  your  proposed  report  to  the  District  Engineer 
on  the  Larose  to  Golden  Meadow,  Louisiana,  Hurricane  Protection 
Project  in  response  to  the  District  Engineer's  letter  referenced 
LMNED-DL,  dated  October  3,  1975. 

Please  refer  to  our  letter  to  the  District  Engineer  dated 
November  19,  1975,  by  which  we  responded  to  his  October  3,  1975, 
letter  on  the  subject  project.  Our  comments  and  recommendations 
addressed  the  protection  of  the  wetlands  to  be  enclosed  by  the 
Belle  Amie  and  Yankee  Canal  levee  segments. 

In  the  first  paragraph  of  the  Discussion  Section  of  your  pro¬ 
posed  report  you  discuss  project  modifications  consisting  of  the 
incorporation  and  operation  of  water  control  structures  which  if 
implemented  would  preserve  the  character  of  the  wetlands  to  be 
enclosed  by  the  project  levee.  These  modifications  should  be 
clearly  stated  as  recommendations.  To  clarify  the  degree  of 
tidal  exchange  through  the  levee,  a  wording  such  as  -  should  allow 
unrestricted  tidal  exchange  -  should  replace  similar  wording  in 
the  last  sentence  on  page  4  of  the  report. 

We  note  that  you  also  recommended  that  if  the  above-mentioned 
recommendation  is  not  implemented,  then  marshlands  located 
adjacent  to  the  nearby  Pointe-au-Chein  Wildlife  Management  Area 
be  purchased  for  the  purpose  of  intensive  fish  and  wildlife 
management.  Since  we  are  unaware  of  any  appropriate  intensive 
management  of  marine  fishes  to  recommend  and  these  wetlands  are 
already  protected  by  Federal  statute  (Section  10  of  the  Rivers 
and  Harbors  Act  of  1899  and  Section  404  of  the  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act  Amendments  of  1972) ,  their  purchase  apparently 
would  not  mitigate  the  losses  to  marine  fisheries  habitat. 
Furthermore,  we  have  recommended  to  the  Corps  they  not  install 
appropriate  water  exchange  structures,  the  levee  south  of  Yankee 


Canal  be  realigned  to  be  closer  to  Bayou  Lafourche  than  ori¬ 
ginally  proposed.  Therefore,  we  would  concur  with  your  recom¬ 
mendation  if  the  second  complete  sentence  on  page  5  of  your  report 
was  replaced  by  the  following  two  sentences:  If  this  alteration 
in  project  plans  is  not  implemented,  adequate  compensation  for 
project  damages  to  wildlife  resources  can  only  be  provided  by 
the  purchase  of  marshlands  for  the  purpose  of  intensive  wildlife 
management.  Also,  the  project  damage  to  marine  fisheries  habitat 
could  be  reduced  by  realigning  the  levee  south  of  Yankee  Canal  to 
be  located  closer  to  Bayou  Lafourche  than  suggested  in  your 
letter  of  October  3,  1975.  Following  these  sentences  the 
recommended  alignment  should  be  described, or  our  descriptiorf  in 
our  letter  of  November  19,  1975,  to  the  Corps  should  be  referenced. 

The  NMFS  would  concur  in  your  report  provided  the  changes  recom¬ 
mended  above  are  incorporated  in  the  report. 

Sincerely, 


2 

C  -  62 


Mr.  John  D.  Green 
Regional  Supervisor 
Division  of  Ecological  Services 
U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
17  Executive  Park  Drive,  N.  E. 

Atlanta,  Georgia  30329 

Dear  Mr.  Green: 

Personnel  of  the  Louisiana  Wildlife  and  Fisheries  Commission  have  reviewed 
your  proposed  report  on  the  LaRose  to  Golden  Meadow,  Louisiana,  Hurricane 
Protection  Project.  We  feel  the  report  adequately  describes  alternatives  for 
lessening  the  adverse  impacts  to  the  wildlife  and  fish  resources  in  the  project  area. 

Our  agency  agrees  with  the  mitigation  proposal  which  would  enlarge  the  Pointe 
Au  Chien  wildlife  management  area  and  replace  wetlands  lost  in  the  project.  We 
support  and  agree  with  the  modifications  as  outlined  in  the  proposed  report. 

Thank  you  for  the  extra  time  allowed  for  reviewing  and  commenting  on  this 
project. 


Sincerely, 


J.  (g^rton  Angelle 
Director 
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United  Stares  Department  of  the  Interior 

FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 

in  i  :t:  k  eox  4iOS 

111  IASI  MAIM  street 
LAI  AYE  1  Tfc,  (  rjUlSlANA  70502 

August  7,  1980 


District  Engineer 

U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

P.0.  Box  602o7 

New  Orleans,  Loui  iana  70160 
Dear  Sir: 

Reference  is  cade  *°  your  April  28,  1980,  letter  (LMNED-MP)  regarding 
proposed  modifications  to  the  Larose  to  Golden  Meadow,  Louisiana, 
Hurricane  Protection  Project.  According  to  your  letter,  local  interests 
have  requested  that  the  New  Orleans  District  Corps  of  Engineers  (NODCE) 
revise  the  levee  al inement  in  the  area  of  Clovelly  Fanns  and  the  land 
owned  by  Louisiana  Land  and  Exploration  Company  (LL&E)  near  Golden 
Meadow.  This  letter  is  provided  on  a  planning  aid  basis  and 
does  not  fulfill  our  total  responsibilities  under  provisions  of 
the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act  (48  Stat.  401,  as  amended; 

16  U.S.C.  661  et  seq. ) . 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

The  Larose  to  Golden  Meadow,  Louisiana,  Hurricane  Protection  Project 
was  authorized  in  1966  by  Public  Law  298,  89th  Congress,  1st  Session. 
Portions  of  the  project  have  been  under  construction  since  1975.  The 
proposed  modifications  in  the  Clovelly  Tarms  and  LL&E  areas  are  shown 
on  Figure  1.  The  work  would  essentially  consist  of  raising  the 
existing  levees  which  presently  enclose  the  two  referenced  areas  to 
design  grade.  Design  grade  in  the  Clovelly  Farms  area  is  8.5  feet 
National  Geodetic  Vertical  Datum  (NGVD),  while  the  design  grade  in 
the  LL&E  area  will  range  from  11.2  feet  to  13.0  feet  NGVD.  Departure 
from  the  existing  levee  alinements  would  be  required  at  designated 
locations.  The  proposed  levees  would  be  constructed  in  three  lifts, 
with  intervals  of  3  years  between  lifts.  Borrow  material  would  be 
obtained  from  existing  canals  adjacent  to  the  present  levee  system 
and  from  adjacent  wetlands. 

FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  RESOURCES 
Clovel  ly  _Farms_  Area 

Habitat  types  in  the  Clovelly  Farms  area  consist  of  fresh  to  inter¬ 
mediate  marshes  (Cha* rerk  1972)  and  associated  shallow  ponds, 
existing  levees  and  spoil  hanks,  canals,  and  cultivated  lands.  Fresh 
marshes  and  intermediate  marshes  have  been  designated  as  ^alustrine 
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Emergent  Wetlands  ...  fui  l  j  t.  u  d  r  i  no  l  *  ■  ;tr  *  *  m  g  n  t  W  »  ■  \, !  ■  :  i  idb  ,  r  t  .  j,  c.  ^  t  i  v  g  I  y  ,  by 
Cowardin  et  al.  (1979'.  Shallow  ponds  in  the  fresh  i carshes  are 
termed  Pa  lustrine  Open  Water  when  unvegetated,  and  Palustr'ne  Aquatic 
Bed  when  dominated  bv  submergent  and/or  floating  vegetation  (Cowardin 
et  al.  1979).  lends  in  the  i ntennedi ate  marshes  are  tailed  Estuarine 
Open  Water  of  tstuarm  Aquatic  Bed  (Cowardin  et  al.  1979),  depending 
on  whether  or  not  they  support  extensive  subne regent  or  floating  vege¬ 
tation.  Fresh  marsh  is  found  near  the  northwest  corner  of  Clovelly 
Farms,  while  intermediate  marsh  borders  the  remainder  of  the  alternate 
levee  alignment.  Connor  fresh  marsh  vegetation  includes  bulltongue, 
alligatorweed,  cattail,  and  water  hyacinth.  Primary  intermediate 
marsh  vegetation  consists  of  saltmeadow  cordgrass,  bulltongue,  and 
bullwhip. 

Existing  levees  and  spoil  banks  support  common  reed,  goldenrod, 
red  maple,  black  willow,  southern  dewberry,  and  variou:  terrestrial 
grasses.  Canals  consis+  of  the  perimeter  Clovelly  Farm  borrow 
canal  and  those  excavated  tor  oil  and  gas  exploration.  Vegetation 
in  these  canals  is  sparse  except  for  drifting  mats  of  we.  .er  hyacinth 
and  scattered  stands  of  Eurasian  waterim  1  foi  1  in  the  shallower  waters. 
Cultivated  lands  in  the  area  are  primarily  in  sugarcane,  with  ter¬ 
restrial  grasses  common  along  roads  and  drainage  ditene... 

Fishery  resources  in  the  Clovelly  Farms  area  are  primarily  associated 
with  canals  and  shallow  marsh  poncis .  The  canals  are  expected  to 
support  both  freshwater  and  estuarine  species.  Common  freshwater 
species  include  blue  ratfish,  channel  catfish,  wa month,  black  crappie, 
largemouth  bass,  threadfin  shad,  and  alligator  gar.  Estuarine  species 
believed  to  be  found  in  the  canals  include  Atlantic  croaker,  Gulf 
menhaden,  bay  anchovy,  striped  mullet,  blue  crab,  brown  shrimp,  and 
white  shrimp.  The  adjacent  shallow  marsh  ponds  provide  feeding  and 
nursery  habitat  for  many  of  these  Cpecies,  especially  during  high 
tide  periods.  In  addition,  organic  detritus  produced  by  marsh  vege¬ 
tation  is  flushed  into  the  pondr ,  canals,  and  adjacent  estuarine  waters 
where  it  contributes  to  a  detri tus-based  food  web  largely  responsible 
for  the  Barataria  Bay  estuary's  high  level  of  estuarine  fish  and 
shellfish  production.  According  to  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service 
commercial  fishery  statistics  compiled  by  the  NQDCF ,  the  Barataria 
Bay  estuary  (Hydrologic  Unit.  IV)  accounted  for  an  av>- rage  annual 
estuarine-dependent  fishery  harvest  of  neatly  469  million  pounds 
during  1963-1972,  having  a  19/3  exvessel  value  of  over  $40  million. 

The  wildlife  valie  of  the  fresn  to  intermediate  marches  and  associated 
ponds  is  considered  high.  Migratory  waterfowl  believed  to  winter  in 
these  marshes  include  mallard,  northern  pintail,  hlae-winged  teal, 
green-winged  teal,  gadwall,  American  wigeon,  northern  shoveler,  ring¬ 
necked  duck,  lesser-  s  .  iup,  and  American  coot.  Mottled  ducks  are  also 
believed  to  utilise  these  wetl inds  for  lies ti no  and  feeding  purposes. 
Other  birds  present  in  these  wetlands  include  kino  rc.il,  snra ,  common 
gallinule,  least  bittern,  green  heron,  ve  i  low- crowned  flight  heron, 
great  blue  heron,  Louisiana  heron,  common  egret,  futile  egret,  white 
ibis,  black-necked  stilt,  red-winged  hlackbm  i,  and  boat-tailed  grackle 
Game  maimals  present  include  white-tailed  d<  •  r  and  swamp  rabbi  t. 
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Commercially  impor taut  fur-bearers  found  in  the  fresh  to  intermediate 
marshes  include  nutria,  muskrat,  raccoon,  mink,  and  river  otter. 

The  American  alligator  is  common  in  the  urea  marshes  and  associated 
ponds  and  canals .  "his  species  is  presently  listed  as  "threatened" 
by  the  IJ.S.  department  of  the  Interior  under  the  Similarity  of 
Appearance  clause  jt  too  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1573.  Amphibians 
in  the  area  wetlands  include  trie  bullfrog,  p i <,•  frog,  cricket  frog, 
and  green  tree frog. 

Wildlife  found  on  the  existing  levees  and  spoil  banks  include  numerous 
songbirds,  inourniuu  dove,  swamp  rabbit,  eastern  cottontail,  and 
possibly  rice  rat.  Limited  nesting  by  American  alligator  in  these 
habitats  is  expected,  as  is  usage  by  fur  animals  during  flood  periods. 
In  addition  to  the  American  alligator,  the  shallow  nearshore  waters 
of  the  existing  canals  are  believed  to  support  limited  use  by  American 
coot,  common  gallinule,  and  various  wading  birds.  Wildlife  expected 
to  occur  in  the  cultivated  areas  include  eastern  cottontail,  cattle 
egret,  mourning  dove,  and  other  seed-eating  bird1.. 

LL&E  Area 


Habitat  types  in  the  LL&E  area  include  intermediate  to  brackish 
marshes  and  associated  open  water,  forested  wetlands,  crawfish  ponds, 
existing  spoil  banks  and  levees,  pasture  lands,  ar-.i  existing  borrow 
canals.  The  vegetation  of  these  habitat  types  is  described  below. 

The  marshes  in  the  LL&E  area  are  located  outside  rr  the  existing 
forced  drainage  s  vs  tern  serving  the  LL&E  farms  irea.  f  0113:1011  intermediate 
marsh  vegetation  includes  Iwarf  spike  rush,  coast  rucopa ,  and  ral  tineadow 
cordgrass.  The  brackish,  marsh  in  thA  project  area  supports  saltgrass, 
saltmeadow  cordqrass,  and  sa I tnmrsh  cord  grass.  Some  areas  of  estuarine 
open  water  within  the  m.rr.h  sup-pert  extensive  stands  cf  wingeongrass . 
Forested  wetlands  (Pa  1 u  .trine  fot  ested  Wetlands;  Cowardin  et  al.  1979) 
along  Bayou  Raphael  include  wooded  swamp  and  natural  levee  forest. 

Wooded  swamp  is  preser*  in  areas  experiencing  prolonged  flooding, 
and  is  characterised  by  tree  species  s..rh  as  baldc/press  and  swamp 
red  maple.  Natural  lr  e  fewest,  is  less  frequently  flooded,  and  is 
found  on  the  higher  portions  of  the  Bayou  Raphael  ridge.  Overstory 
vegetation  in  this  cover  type  includes  hatkberry,  swee-tgum,  American 
elm,  green  ash,  »v,»  ruple,  Nut  Lai  1  oak,  wa'rr  oak,  an  1  live  oak. 
Understory  species  include  pokeweed,  greenbriar,  rattan  vine,  palmetto, 
and  herbaceous  urr-.indrover. 
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the  existin']  l  LSE  levee,  arc  general  b.  Unvegeta  . 

Fishery  resources  in  the  l L &L  area  are  pri:  -ari  iy  e  tu-ir ire- dependent. 
The  intermediate  to  !;■  •  kish  marshes  (Estuarine  ‘-ler t  wetlands; 
Cowardin  et  al.  1979;  and  associated  shallow  waters  (Estuarine 
Open  Water,  Estuarine  Aquatic  Bed;  Cowardin  et  al.  1979'  found  in 
the  area  constitute  important  nursery  habitat  for  species  such  as 
Gulf  menhaden,  Atlantic  croaker,  sand  seatrout,  red  drur.  ,  southern 
flounder,  striped  mullet,  blue  crab,  white  shrimp,  and  brown  shrimp. 

The  decaying  vegetation  flushed  from  the  marshes  and  vegetated  shallows 
also  serves  as  a  source  of  organic  detritus  for  adjacent  estjarine 
waters,  contributing  to  fish  and  shellfish  productivity.  Limited 
fish  populations  are  found  in  Bayou  Raphael,  and  are  believed  to 
be  dominated  by  species  tolerant  of  low  oxygen  conditions.  These 
include  gars,  bow  fin,  mosqui  tofisn,  and  ki  Hi  fishes. 

The  intermediate  to  brackish  marshes  of  the  LU.E  area  support  a  variety 
of  wildlife.  These  we ti an  is  provide  important  feeding  and  resting 
habitat  to  migratory  waterfowl  including  mallard,  blue-winged  teal, 
green-winged  teal,  gudwuM,  American  wigeon,  Northern  pintail,  Northern 
shoveler,  lesser  scaup,  and  American  coot.  Mottled  ducks  are  believed 
to  nest  in  the  area.  These  marshes  also  provide  nesting  habitat  to 
common  gallinule,  clapper  rail,  and  king  rail,  and  serve  as  important 
feeding  areas  to  numerous  species  of  wading  birds  such  as  Louisiana 
heron,  yellow-crowned  night  heron,  little  blue  heron,  snowy  egret, 
cattle  egret,  great  egret,  and  white  ibis.  A  large  active  wading 
bird  nesting  colony  is  located  in  a  grove  of  Chinese  tallow  trees 
lying  within  the  proposed  LL8E  levee  right-of-way  near  Centerline 
Station  63+37.25.  The  general  location  of  this  colony  is  shown  on 
Figure  1.  A  detailed  population  estimate  of  that  colony  was  made 
during  a  survey  conducted  for  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  in 
1976  (Portnoy  1977  1.  That  survey  revealed  Lite  following  numbers  of 
nesting  adults:  cattle  egret  (2,400) ;  great  egret  (100);  little 
blue  heron  (250);  arid  white  ibis  (30).  This  colony  was  briefly  in¬ 
spected  by  a  Fish  and  Wildlire  Service  biologist  on  July  16,  1980. 

This  inspection  revealed  that  trie  colony  was  still  quite  active, 
with  all  of  the  species  observed  in  19 70  still  present.  Also  noted 
was  a  large  number  of  Louisiana  heron  adults  and  young.  A  detailed 
census  of  population  numbers  was  not  possible,  due  primarily  to  adverse 
weather  conditions. 

Cotmercial ly  important  furl  oarer's  expected  to  be  common  in  the  project 
area  marshes  include  muskrat,  river  otter,  nutria ,  raccoon,  and  mink. 
Other  manuals  present  include  swamp  rabbit  and  possibly  wh'te-tailed 
deer.  The  Ai  eri-  -n  a1  i  :  ee  tor  is  abundant  in  th“  '  mu  i  •>  a  no  adjacent 

marshes . 

The  fore'  ted  wr*  ;-i  t. .  bayou  haphar-  i  ri  :  .on  ;\  iy  o^azed 

by  cattle  arm  •:  .•  if  v  free-  niging  hogs.  ,,  pun  .  ’se’r  value 

to  white  -  V.  ;  1  .-3  Ssi  *  »:.-s  If*'  sut  .s  Lamia  1  !  v  r  du;  r  b  ^  tr  !  numbers 

of  gray  '.qv  »•>•••■  Is  ,r  e  '  m  ■  (■}•-.  are  e  pe  .t.-l  U  .  r-  .  r  ■  r, r . 

American  wood-  1  m ,+ov<  are  also  vno  'i  T  -r,  !  associated 

with  these  '  vea-  .  1  i  b  ; "  •  *  is  also  nruvidr  f  <-.*•  ,n  t  ,  of  non- 


game  bi *  ds  such  a  wanders ,  Lan-inal,  bine  jay,  Carolina  wren, 
woodpeckers,  cony  or.  crow,  fish  crow,  vul  fores ,  wadi  ng  birds,  hawks, 
and  owls.  Other  eon~>  ume  wildlife  include  r;  w  orcus  snc  cies  of  frogs, 
snakes,  toads,  I  i  ;ards  ,  turtles  ,  and  sa  1  : .  and.-rs  . 

The  crawfish  Deads  wi  tr.it:  the  LLSE  levee  provide  seasonal  wetland 
habitat  believer  to  oo  utilised  extensively  by  wading  birds,  shorebirds, 
and  mig.atory  and  res  i  -Jr:it  waterfowl.  The  am  sal  dewatering  during 
the  summer  n.onths  enhances  the  oroduc  ti on  of  annual  grasses  and  sedges 
valuable  to  waterfowl  ns  food. 

The  wildlife  use  o'  r..  ting  levees  and  .poll  picks  is  similar  to 
tha*  described  above  for  the  Clovelly  Perms  area.  Leveed  pasture 
wi  thin  the  LI  St  forced,  drainage  - y stem  supports  s red-eating  and 
insectivorous  birds  sum  as  mourning  dove,  common  snipe,  eastern 
meadowlark,  and  cattle  egret.  The  Eastern  cottontail  and  swamp 
rabbit  are  believed  to  be  the  only  game  mammals  ;  >  esr-nt  in  these 
areas.  Other  xjo  so  expected  to  occur  include  nine -Landed  armadillo, 
rice  rat,  and  onosvr  . 

IMPACT  EVALUATION 

The  proposed,  aiin-vmnt  changes  will  have  both  dire  t  and  indirect 
adverse  imparts  on  fish  and  wildlife  resources.  Direct  impacts  are 
primarily  associated  with  levee  construction  and  associated  borrow 
material  excavation  in  ’wetlands.  The  most  serious  indirect  impacts 
will  occur  with  inclusion  of  additional  wetland  areas  in  the  hurricane 
levee  system  and  subsequent  elimination  of  tnese  habitats  by  forced 
drainage.  The  impact.-,  of  the  two  alternative  al  i moments  are  discussed 
be i ow . 

Clove  1 ly  farms 

Table  1  shews  a  cor.  pariuon  of  the  estimated  wet- law!  losses  associated 
with  the  General  Design  Memorandum  (GUM)  alinemont  and  the  proposed 
Clove!  ly  Farms  A  1  ;.»?>  n  •  Li  ve. 

As  noted  in  Table  1,  the  Clovelly  Perms  Alternative  will  increase  total 
marsh  losses  try  6  m2  irres  cor. pared  to  the  GDP  Plan.  The  fishery 
value  of  the  wetlands  lest,  to  levee  consi.ru  turn  or  subsequently 
eliminated  by  in.  hr  ion  in  forced  drain  ge  system  will  be  totally 
eliminated.  I,;  addition,  conversion  of  ,h  to  Lor-’ow  canals  is 
expected  to  rMw  e  *  he  value  of  the  .if  fee  ted  urea  to  freshwater  and 
estuari ne-deper m  ni  ft  sue  mu  •mol  1  f  i‘  h.  •• .  m  i  •;  n  attributed  to  a 
reduction  i  r.  the  mart  et  d-tritus  prod.,,  t  >:  and  reduced  shallow  water 
nursery  habitat,  n  <■>>■  ent  tun!.  of  the  net ‘cm  of  t r u ■  ,  nper  Birataria 
Basin  (Chambers  i'LT.m  r<  -r  did  -re  a  ter  standing  crops  of  fishes  in 
Shallow  marsh  ■ . .  1  .  m  those  •>.  s’iuh!  si  no  o;m>  anas. 

Similar  adv.  rs<-  >•  ,  ■  .. .  *  .‘life  apiL.iio:  mil  .  1  v.;  occur  with 

the  Clove!  ly  I  •»  r  •  !  t  i  h  •:  a- Plow  ,-  m.r  areas  con¬ 
verted  to  lever  .Pill  i  »•  ■'  ;e  ,,l  ;a  1  i  :life.  meguent 

mowing  of  the  lev--:  i  ,  mm  inat-'o ,  ‘si  r>  i  no  I  1  low  value  even 


"able  1.  Comparison  of  Wetland  Impacts  Associated  with  Clovelly  Farms  Alter 
GDM  Alinement,  Larose  to  Golden  Meadow,  Louisiana,  Hurricane  Prote 


Plan 


Fresh- Intermediate 
Marsh  Acres  Within 
Ri ght-of-Way _ 


Additional  F>esh- 
Intermodi ate  Marsh 
Acreage  Enclosed 


Total  Fre 
mediate  M 
Acreage  A 


Clovelly  Farms 

Alternative  87.2 

GDM  Alinement  74. 9^ 

Net  Increase  in 

Fresh- Intermediate 

Marsh  Acreage 

1 ost  Wi th  Clovel  ly 

Farms  Alternative  12.3 


56. 9a 

144 

N/AC 

74 

56.9 

69 

a.  Represents  76.3  acres  of  marsh  endorsed  by  Clovelly  Farms  Alternative  mir 
estimated  19.4  acres  of  marsh  that  would  be  eliminated  by  GDM  levee  in  tt 
reach. 

b.  Based  on  estimated  length  of  14,500  feet  and  average  right-of-way  width 
through  marsh  of  225  feet. 

c.  Only  the  increased  acreage  of  enclosed  wetlands  associated  with  the  Clove 
Farms  Alternative  is  treated  in  this  table. 
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to  terrestrial  vn  !ul  i To.  Ll imi nation  of  i-.ir.li  by  inclusion  in  forced 
drainage  systems  will  also  severely  r>.  duct*  its  value  to  most  wildlife 
species,  as  will  conversion  of  rrarr- }>  to  borrow  canal. 

l.L&L  A _rr  a 

Damages  to  fish  and  wildlife  resources  with  the  LICE  M ter  native 
A 1  i nenren t  are  p:  irnarily  associated  with  el  imination  of  intermediate 
to  brackish  mar^f.  and  associated  shallow  waters,  and  of  forested  wetlands 
(wooded  swamp  and  natural  levee  forest)  found  along  Bayou  Raphael. 

Table  <L  sunniari  zc  '•  net  losses  of  these  habitats  that  would  occur  with 
implementation  of  the  :.L&E  Alternative  A I  iitcent.  As  tire  6DM  levee 
alinement  in  this  area  would  traverse  land,  dominated  by  pasture,  no 
significant  losses  of  wetlands  are  anticipated  with  that  plan. 

As  with  the  Clovelly  Fan, is  Alternative,  the  fishery  value  of  the 
wetlands  lost  to  levee  construction  will  be  totally  eliminated,  and 
the  area  converted  from  marsh  to  borrow  area  substantially  reduced. 

The  contribution  of  organic  detritus  by  the  intermediate  to  brackish 
marsh  in  the  project  urea  will  be  lost. 

The  value  of  the  project  area  marshes  ana  shallow  ponds  as  feeding 
habitat  for'  waterfowl,  wading  birds,  shorebirds,  and  fur  animals 
will  b°  virtually  el  n  mated  by  levee  construction.  Some  use  of  the 
enlarged  borrow  canals  by  amen  can  alligators  is  anticipated. 

The  conversion  ui  forested  wetlands  t.o  levee  and  bo  t  tow  canal  will 
virtually  eliminate  trie  value  of  this  habitat  lo  forest-associated 
wildlife:  such  as  vini  to- tad  led  deer,  fox  squirrel,  gray  squirrel,  and 
woodland  :  on  birds.  I.’ildliie  use  of  the  resultant  borrow  pit  excavated 
in  forested  wetlands  is  expteted  to  be  limited  pri  larily  to  shoreline 
areas,  primarily  by  American  alligator,  wading  birds,  and  possibly  a 
few  resident  wood  ducks  and  migratory  wa tori  owl .  Wildlife  useage  of 
the  levee  w>  1 1  ire  mi  ..inwl . 

Moderate  freshwater  Hsh  populations  can  be  expected  to  develop  in 
the  borrow  pits  lo rated  in  fore, Led  wetlands,  I  he  value  of  ‘hose 
areas  as  fish  tat  will  depend  on  such  factors  as  the  degree  of 
flooding  of  configuuu.,  forested  wetlands,  the  amount  of  agricultural 
runoff  entering  too.e  pits,  and  water  depth.  Based  on  the  inclusion 
of  adjacent  forested  wetlands  in  the  forced  drainage  system  that  will 
servo  the  1.  vcod  are.',  it  is  unlikely  that  flooding  c*  these  wetlands 
will  I  to,.  ,.se  !•/  fish  populations  for  spawning  and  nursery  purposes. 

In  ad<  M  ius,  th-  no; -row  canal''-  will  serve  as  catchment  basins  for 
rutri(  nt-enriched  runoff  from  tne  UAL  farms  area,  such  nutrient 
enrichment  may  lead  to  periodic  oxygen  depletion  and  resultant  fish 
kills.  The  likelihood  of  such  events  will  he  increased  if  the  depth 
of  the  borrow  pit',  c-  cels  6  to  8  feet  and  thus  allows  for  development 
of  an  anoxic  strasrui.i  (hypol  imnion) . 

levee  construction  in  areas  rf  existing  irawiii-.fi  ponds  will  reduce 
sc-'Sonal  nahitaf  for  mi  oratory  wu  rfowl ,  wading  birds ,  and  shorebirds. 
Construction  on  e  -.is  ting  levee.,  am,  goil  banks  is  c-xpec  ted  to  reduce 


Table  2.  Wetlands  Losses  Attributable  tc  LL&E  Alternative  Alinementd 


r , a bitat  Type _ _ _ _ Acreage  Within  Right-of-Wa 

Intermediate  to  Brackish  Marsh 

and  Associated  Shallow  Water  118.0 

Forested  Wetlands  Inside  Existing 

LL&l  Levee  17.9 

forested  Wetlands  North  of 

!  L&E  Levee  96.2 

Total  Wetland  Acreage  232.1 


a.  Excludes  seasonal  wetlands  created  by  flooding  of  LL&E  of  lands  for 
crawfish  production. 


C  -  7  6 


habitat  for  wildlife  presently  using  such  areas,  as  cover  will  be 
reduced  by  r,;ore  frequent  mowing. 

Of  particular  concern  is  she  proposed  levee-  construction  within  a 
portion  of  the  existing  wading  bird  nesting  colony  near  Centerline 
Station  63+37.25  of  the  Ll.&E  Alternative  Al inement.  Such  construction 
would  eliminate  a  portion  of  the  nesting  cover  in  this  colony,  and 
could  lead  to  complete  abandonment  of  the  colony  by  nesting  wading 
birds.  Additionally,  tnere  is  no  assurance  that  suitable  alternative 
nesting  cover  would  be  available  to  permit  relocation  of  this  colony. 

DISCUSS  TIN  AND  RECOMMLNDAT I ONS 

As  indicated  above  ,  Mie  proposed  Cloveliy  rarms  and  L L S. E  alternatives 
will  substantially  increase  wetland  impacts,  as  compared  to  the  6DM 

al inement. 

Most  of  the  wetland  damages  associated  with  the  Cloveliy  Farms 
Alternative  would  be  eliminated  if  borrow  material  was  obtained 
from  the  existing  borrow  canal  and/or  upland  sources  only,  and  the 
enclosure  of  the  76.3-acre  triangle  of  marsh  along  the  northwest- 
corner  of  Cloveliy  Farms  was  deleted  from  project  plans. 

Measures  could  also  be  taken  to  greatly  reduce  adverse  impacts  to 
fish  and  wildlife  habitat  associated  with  the  LI.&E  Alternative.  The 
loss  of  approximate!;'  118  act  os  of  intermediate  to  brackish  marsh  and 
associated  open  wa  :c"  could  be  greatly  reduced  by  elimination  of 
borrow  material  excavation  in  these  habitats.  Borrow  material  could 
be  obtained  from  the  existing  borrow  canals  adjacent  to  the  1. *_&E 
levee  and  from  nearby  drained  lanes.  P  is  possible  ttiat  the  borrow 
pits  created  on  the  protected  side  of  the  LL&E  levee  could  serve  as  a 
supplemental  source  >.-*  fresh  water  for  the  LIST.  crawfish  ponds.  Water 
for  flooding  of  those  ponds  is  presently  obtained  from  interior  canals 
in  that  area. 

Damages  to  forested  wetlands  along  Bayou  Raphael  could  be  substantially 
reduced  by  real inement  of  the  portion  of  the  levee  and  borrow  pits 
located  north  of  Centerline  Station  224+00  to  the  drained  area  just 
west  of  Bayou  Raphael.  This  would  require  moving  the  levee  centerline 
approximately  500  to  800  feet  west  of  its  present  al  inement  between 
Centerline  Stations  224+00  and  339+13.11. 

Adverse  impacts  to  the  wading  bird  rooker,  in  the  southern  portion  of 
the  USE  area  could  he  minimized  by: 

1)  Redlining  of  the  levee  to  avoid  destruction  of  nesting 
cover ;  arid 

?)  Sc.  hedul  1  re  i  of  construction  to  .•  inir.i  zr  disturbance 

■  fir;!  the  nestini  season. 

In  view  of  h  e  f >•»  ;  . i  > . ■  ■ .  Wt.  Vl.  jg  , ;c t  oppemr  the  prenosed  levee 
revisions  it  '  ‘  •  wi>  •;  i;di  fir  at  incorporated  into 


the  final  plans: 

1.  In  the  Hovel  ly  Fa  ms  area: 

a.  all  borrow  material  shall  tie  obtained  from  upland 
sources  or  from  existing  borrow  canals;  and 

b.  the  enclosure  of  the  triangle  of  marsh  near  the 
northwest  corner  of  Hovel  iy  Farrs  shall  be  deleted 
from  project  plans. 

2.  In  the  LL&t  area: 

a.  no  borrow  material  shall  be  removed  from  inter¬ 
mediate  marsh,  brackish  marsh,  or  forested  wetlands; 

b.  the  proposed  levee  segment  located  north  of  Centerline 
Station  224+00  shall  be  moved  500  to  BOO  feet  west 

of  its  present  alinement  to  avoid  destruction  of 
forested  wetlands  along  the  Bayou  Raphael  ridge; 

c.  the  proposed  levee  segment  located  between  Baseline 
Stations  66+63  and  77+38  shall  be  realined  approximately 
170  feet  to  the  east  to  avoid  imparts  on  nesting 

cover  at  the  wading  bird  nesting  colony  located  in 
that  segment;  and 

d.  construction  activity  shall  be  prohibited  between 
Baseline  Stations  29+00  and  99+00  during  the  period 
of  February  15  to  August  15  of  each  year  in  order 
to  minimize  disturbance  of  the  referenced  wading 
bird  rockery. 

ADDITIONAL  CONSIDERATIONS 

Habitat  maps  of  appiopriate  portions  of  the  Mississippi  Deltaic  Plain 
Region  prepared  for  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  and  the 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (FWS)  were  utilized  during  our  recent 
field  inspection  of  the  proposed  levee  realignment  sections.  These 
maps  were  prepared  at  a  scale  of  1:24,000  from  color-infrared  aerial 
photographs  taken  in  1978.  Copies  have  been  recently  provided  to 
your  Planning  Division.  The  habitat  maps  revealed  that  an  acreage 
of  wetlands  far  in  excess  of  that  originally  documented  in  Corps  of 
Engineers  or  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  reports  will  be  lost  with 
construction  of  levee  segments  D,  E,  and  F  with  the  COM  alinement. 

Prior  estimates  of  wetland  losses  have  included  only  the  Yankee  Canal 
area  (Section  A  East)  and  the  Belle  Amie  area  (Section  C),  involving 
a  total  of  approximately  2,750  acres.  However,  preliminary  estimates 
developed  from  the  new  BLM-FWS  habitat  maps  and  subsequent  ground 
truthing  indicate  that  an  additional  1,195  acres  of  fresh  to  inter¬ 
mediate  marsh  and  590  a. res  of  forested  wetlands  (natural  levee  forest 
and  wooded  swamp)  will  1j> •  destroyed  or  included  in  forced  drainage 
systems  with  the  GDM  alignment  in  Section,  D,  E,  and  F  alone. 
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Because  of  thfcse  findings,  if  is  our  opinion  tnat  the  mi tiyaiion 
plan  currently  being  developed  for  the  unavoidable  wetland  losses 
associated  with  this  project  should  be  revised.  This  revision  would 
include  mitigation  of  all  wetland  losses,  and  not  just  the  2,750 
acres  referenced  in  the  Supplemental  Statement  of  Findings  submitted 
by  the  NODCE  on  November  2,  1976,  to  the  Environ  ental  Protection 
Agency  as  required  by  Section  404  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act  Amendments  of  1972.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service's 
Habitat  Evaluation  Procedures  would  be  utilized  to  quantify  non-monetary 
habitat  losses  and  to  assist  in  the  evaluation  of  a  mitigation  plan. 

We  also  believe  that  a  supplemental  document  should  he  prepared  by 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  fully  detailing  all  wetland  types  and  acres 
to  be  affected  by  the  entire  project.  This  would  include  wetlands 
directly  lost  to  construction,  and  wetlands  enclosed  by  hurricane 
levees  and  subsequently  eliminated  by  forced  drainage  systems.  The 
proper  vehicle  for  such  an  assessment  might  include  the  upcoming 
mitigation  report  or  a  supplement  to  the  Environmental  Impact 
Statement. 

With  regard  to  the  mitigation  issue,  we  are  concerned  that  the 
unfavorable  response  to  date  by  local  interests  to  cost  sharing 
for  mitigation  measures  may  prevent  implementation  of  an  adequate 
mitigation  plan.  If  this  is  the  case,  efforts  should  be  re-directed 
to  include  structural  revisions  on  the  project  that  will  prevent 
losses  of  valuable  wetland  fish  and  wildlife  habitat.  Such  measures 
could  include  substitution  of  floodgates  for  pumping  stations  in 
areas  containing  large  wetland  acreages.  Such  floodgates  would  remain 
open  at  all  times  except  during  periods  immediately  preceding  and 
during  extreme  tidal  flooding  associated  with  tropical  storms  or 
hurricanes.  This  would  allow  the  enclosed  wetlands  to  remain 
in  a  natural  state.  It  would  also  be  consistent  wi  tit  prior  Corps 
of  Engineers  and  Environmental  Protection  Agency  action  on  the 
Harvey  Cana  I -Bayou  Barataria,  Louisiana,  project,  where  floodgates 
were  substituted  for  a  pumping  station  i.o  preserve  approximately 
2,700  acres  of  coastal  wetlands.  Another  approach  would  he  to  realign 
levees  to  the  wetland-nonwetland  interface  and  obtain  borrow  material 
for  levee  cons ‘ruction  from  non-wetland  sites.  Because  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  is  presently  considering  alinement  changes  recommended 
by  local  interests,  alternative  alinemonts  and  structural  measures 
to  reduce  wetland  losses  should  aho  be  re-evaluated,  such  action 
would  be  consistent  with  Executive  Order  1 1988  (floodplain  Management) 
and  Executive  Order  11990  (Protection  of  Wetlands).  The  objective  of 
Executive  Order  1 1 988  is  to  "...avoid  to  the  extent  possible  the 
long-  and  short-tori’:  adverse  impacts  associated  with  the  occupancy 
and  modification  of  floodplains  and  to  avoid  direct,  and  indirect 
support  of  floodplain  develop, nent  wherever  there  is  a  practicable 
alternative...".  Executive  Order  11990  was  issued  to  "...avoid  to 
the  extent  possible  the  long  and  short  term  adverse  impacts  associated 
with  the  destruction  or  modification  of  wetlands  and  to  avoid  the 
direct  or  indirect  support  of  new  construction  in  wetlands  wherever 
there  is  a  practicable  alternative...". 
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It  is  requested  that  we  be  advised  of  your  final  decision  as  to 
whether  the  alternative  levee  alignments  requested  by  local  interests 
will  be  i ncorporated  into  the  project.  In  addition,  your  views  on 
further  consideration  of  project  modifications  to  reduce  wetland 
losses,  as  well  as  your  plans  to  re-assess  these  losses,  will  also 
be  appreciated. 

Copies  of  this  report  have  been  provided  to  the  Louisiana  Department 
of  Wildlife  and  Fisheries  and  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service 
for  their  review.  Copies  of  any  comments  received  from  those  agencies 
will  be  forwarded  to  you. 

Please  advise  if  we  can  be  of  further  assistance  in  this  matter. 

Si ncerely  yours , 

Cary  Wf.  Kerlin 
Field  Supervisor 


cc:  EPA,  Dallas,  Texas 

NMFS,  Galveston,  Texas 

La.  Dept,  of  Wildlife  and  Fisheries,  New  Orleans,  La. 
La.  Dept,  of  Wildlife  and  Fisheries,  Baton  Rouge,  La. 
Area  Office,  FWS,  Jackson,  Mississippi 
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March  26,  1982 


District  Engineer 

U.S.  Army  Corps  of  engineers 

P.0.  Box  60267 

New  Orleans,  Louisiana  70160 
Dea  r  5 i r : 

Reference  is  made  to  the  authorized  Larose  to  Golden  Meadow,  Louisiana, 
Hurricane  Protection  Project.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (FWS)  is 
working  with  members  of  your  staff  in  the  development  of  a  mitigation 
plan  and  supplement  to  the  environmental  impact  statement  (EIS)  for  that 
project.  The  results  of  the  FWS’s  Habitat  Evaluation  Procedures  (HEP), 
as  transmitted  to  you  in  this  report,  provide  a  quantitative,  non¬ 
monetary  evaluation  of  the  project  impacts  to  fish  and  wildlife  resources, 
an  evaluation  that  is  essential  to  the  development  of  an  acceptable 
mitigation  plan.  These  comments  are  submitted  on  a  planning  aid  basis 
and  do  not  fulfill  our  total  responsibilities  under  provisions  of  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act  (48  Stat.  401,  as  amended;  16  U.S.C. 

661  et  seq. ) . 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

The  Larose  to  Golden  Meadow,  Louisiana,  Hurricane  Protection  Project  was 
authorized  by  Public  Law  89-298,  89th  Congress,  in  1965.  The  project 
area  extends  along  both  sides  of  Bayou  Lafourche  from  1  arose  to  a  point 
about  2  miles  south  of  Golden  Meadow,  in  southern  Lafourche  Parish, 
Louisiana  (Plate  I).  The  project,  as  described  in  the  General  Design 
Memorandum  (GDM)  and  in  the  Final  EIS  prepared  by  your  District  Office 
in  1973,  involved  the  enlargement  or  construction  of  about  43  miles  of 
perimeter  levees  and  the  construction  of  two  navigable  flood  control 
structures  to  protect  the  project  area  from  hurricane  floods.  Completion 
of  this  action  was  originally  expected  to  destroy  about  2,750  acres  of 
productive  wetlands. 

Project  modifications,  updated  wetland  maps,  and  more  accurate  acreage 
measurements  have  led  to  significant  changes  in  prior  assessments  of 
project  impacts  to  fish  and  wildlife.  As  indicated  in  our  August  7, 

1930,  letter  report  on  this  project,  a  large  wetland  area  has  been 
identified,  within  and  adjacent  to  the  Section  L  portion  of  th*>  GDM 
alignment,  in  addition  to  that  acreage  originally  identified  as  wetland. 
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The  additional  area  to  be  destroyed  by  levee  construction  or  to  he 
included  in  the  forced  drainage  system  via  the  levee  construction 
inc.udes  1,098  acres  1/  of  fresh/ i ntermediate  marsh  and  open  water  and 
585  acres  of  forested  wetlands  (natural  levee  forest  and  wooded  swamps). 
Conversely,  a  modification  in  the  Yankee  Canal  portion  (Section  A  Cast) 
of  the  original  GDM  alignment  has  significantly  reduced  the  wetland  loss 
anticipated  with  tnis  project  feature.  However,  the  modified  GDM  alignment 
is,  based  on  the  recent  analysis  conducted  by  our  staff  and  members  of 
your  Environmental  Section,  expected  to  destroy  4,025  acres  of  valuable 
marsh,  forested  wetlands,  and  shallow  water  bodies. 

Two  levee  alignments  that  were  originally  considered  as  possible  al¬ 
ternatives  but  are  now  being  included  as  part  of  tne  Tentatively  Selected 
Plan  (TSP)  are  additions  to  the  modified  GDM  alignment.  One  alignment 
would  enclose  the  Louisiana  Land  arid  Exploration  (LL&E)  farm  near  Golden 
Meadow  and  the  other  would  enclose  Clovelly  Farms  near  Cut  Off.  Both  of 
these  areas  have  existing,  privately  built  levees  that  provide  sufficient 
flood  protection  from  normal  storm  surges  but,  reportedly,  will  not 
provide  sufficient  protectior  from  hurricane  floods.  Significant  construc¬ 
tion  will,  therefore,  be  necessary  to  improve  these  levees  to  the  desired 
grade.  Completion  of  the  LL&E  levee  alignment  is  expected  to  destroy  an 
additional  218  acres  of  bracki sh/sa 1 ine  marsh,  open  water,  and  forested 
habitat.  Completion  of  the  proposed  Clovelly  Farms  levee  alignment  is 
expected  to  destroy  an  additional  105  acres  of  fresh/intermediate  marsh, 
open  water,  and  forested  habitat. 

Implementation  of  the  TSP,  which  includes  the  modified  GDM  alignment  and 
the  two  new  levee  alignments,  would  cause  the  destruction  of  about 
4,348  acres  of  fresh/ i ntermediate  and  bracki sh/sal i ne  marsh,  open 
water,  and  forested  habitats.  These  losses  are  presented  by  habitat 
type  in  Tabl e  1 . 


]_/  All  estimates  of  existing  habitat  acreages  in  the  Project  Description" 
section  of  this  report  were  made  using  1978  habitat  maps.  As  discussed 
in  the  "Methods"  section,  subsidence,  saltwater  intrusion,  and  other 
factors  are  causing  habitat  acreage  changes  in  the  project  area.  There¬ 
fore,  estimates  of  future  habitat  acreages  were  based  on  19/8  acreaqes 
and  projected  rates  of  change  from  19/5  to  2096;  those  figures  are 
presented  in  other  sections  of  this  reuort. 


Table  1.  Expected  acreage  losses,  by  habitat  type,  associated  with  completion 
of  the  Larose  to  Golden  Meadow,  Louisiana,  Hurricane  Protection 
Levee. 


Acres  to 

be  impacted  1/ 

Habitat  type 

GDM 

al  ignment 

LL&E 

alignment 

Cl ovel ly  Farms 
al  ignment 

Tentati vely 
Selected  Plan 

f resh/i ntermediate 
marsh 

282/605 

0/0 

44/51 

326/656 

Brackish/sal ine 
marsh 

244/570 

46/0 

0/0 

290/570 

Open  water 

319/1181 

42/0 

8/2 

369/1183 

Forested 

143/681 

100/30 

0/0 

243/711 

Total 

988/3037 

188/30 

52/53 

1228/3120 

y.  Area  destroyed  by  the  project  is  listed  as  acres  lost  to  levee  construction/ 
acres  enclosed  by  the  levee  as  determined  from  19/d  habitat  maps. 
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The  Service's  HEP  was  developed  to  be  used  to  document  the  quality  and 
quantity  of  available  habitat  for  fish  and/or  wildlife  species.  Using 
HEP,  habitat  quality  and  quantity  can  be  established  lor  baseline  con- 
conditions  and  predicted  for  future  with-  and  wi  thout-pro.icct  habitat 
conditions.  This  standardized  methodology  allows  a  numeric  comparison 
of  each  future  condition  and  hence  provides  an  estimate  of  project- 
induced  impacts  on  fish  and  wildlife  resources. 

Because  the  initial  field  portion  of  the  HEP  was  completed  in  ! 979 ,  the 
1976  version  of  the  HEP  analysis  has  been  used  in  lieu  of  the  updated 
1980  version.  In  implementing  the  HEP  analysis,  habitat  types  within 
the  project  area  were  identified  and  a  list  of  species  that  are  econom¬ 
ically  important,  and/or  represent  various  trophic  levels  of  wildlife 
utilizing  these  habitat  types  were  selected  as  evaluation  elements.  The 
four  habitat  types  identified  in  the  project  area  were  ;  resh/ ; ntennedi ate 
marsh,  bracki sh/sa I itie  marsh,  open  water,  and  forested.  According  to 
the  classification  of  fowardin  et  al.  (1979),  fresh  marsh  is  defined  as 
palustrine  emergent  wetland;  intermediate,  brackish,  and  sH i  e  marsh 
are  termed  estuarine  emergent  wetlands;  and  shallow  open  waters  are 
termed  palustrine  open  waters  where  salinity  is  less  than  0.5  parts  per 
thousand  (opt)  and  estuarine  open  water  where  salinities  average  more 
than  0.5  ppt.  Under  that  same  classification  system,  ruresfed  wetlands 
are  broadly  categorized  as  palustrine  forested  wetlands .  Evaluation 
elements  selected  for  the  marsh  and  open  water  habitats  were  American 
alligator’;  puddle  ducks;  herons,  egrets,  and  ibises;  boat-tailed  g-ackle; 
rails;  North  American  mink;  Hear  tic  river  otter;  swamp  rabbit;  muskrat; 
and  n.rtnerr  raccoon.  For  forested  habitats  the  boat-tailed  qrackk  and 
rai  ls  were  dropped  as  evaluation  elements  and  n  placed  b>  whke-tai  led 
deer  and  squirrels . 

A  number  of  randomly-selected  points  within  each  of  these  habitat  types 
were  chosen  as  sample  sites.  A  team  of  biologists  represent i rig  the 
Corps  of  Engineers,  the  Louisiana  Department  of  Wildlife  and  Fisheries, 
and  the  FWS  visited  a  total  ot  18  randomly-selected  sites  during  October 
2\  and  24,  1979,  and  November  17  and  18,  1981  (Plate  1) .  At  each  site, 
the  team  rated  the  habitat  suitability  of  each  evaluation  element  on  a 
scale  of  0  to  10,  with  0  being  the  poorest  and  10  being  the  optima! 

St. ore . 

The  average  score  for  all  evaluation  elements  over  all  simple  sites 
within  a  particular  habitat  type  is  termed  the  habitat  unit,  value  (HUV). 
In  those  cases  in  which  the  HUV  of  each  habitat  type  is  eased  on  the 
same  sit  of  evaluation  elements,  the  MTV  is  assumed  !e  equivalent 
(i.e.  HIJV's  Can  be  compared  among  those  habitat  fvpes-.  'nwever,  in 
.  .tS’S  in  which  the  evaluation  elements  'or  two  or  mo,  e  habitat  types  are 
different,  it  i  .  necessary  to  convet  t  all  !  1  ■ »  s  to  an  i,,,u w a  1 enl  v  a  I'm 
!  h  is  ic  a  c  com  pi  i  shed  by  calculat  mg  a  tel  ltrve  imeio \  ir.i.e  va  1  ue  f  >< !  V  ! 


for  each  habitat  type  based  on  its  resource  value,  sea  re  it'/,  vulnerability, 
and  recreational  value  in  compar  i  son  to  cho  ur.rer  'v.  pit  at  ‘  .pes  in  the 
study  area.  When  fit's  a  re  determined,  the  -or  a  partis  ular  habitat 
type  is  multiplied  by  the  appropriate  HIV  to  ectahi  >sh  a  cot-pa rabid 
(equivalent)  HUV  fur  chat  habitat  type. 

The  habitat  unit  \  t!'  )  as  the  basic  un  a  t  u  til  i/ed  in  't*  •  f  |  ;>■>•  me  j  sur  i  ng 
project  effects  on  wildlife.  :J‘s  are  the  prur.'j,...t  ,;i  r ho  'V  and  acreage 
of  a  particular  habitat  t’/oe  at  a  given  point  it1  t  u  ue  ■  *  'jt-gec  year) . 

Target  years  are  set  to  depict  significant  changes  in  l.anitit  quality  or 
quantity  that  are  expected  to  occur-  during  the  ;  ■  he  u!  t.-n-  project. 

HU's  a*  e  established  for  base!  ine  conditions  u  ,i  n-;  Ism,  ■.  u  -acted  by  the 
team  of  biologists  and  actual  measurements  or  c-»  is  tin  i  >  i  r,H  acreages. 

Future  HU's  change  according  to  habitat  changes  n  iujlif.  -r  quantity 
that  are  expected  to  oc-.ur  at  various  fa  root  /t><u  ■•.  >  ’  j!e  of 

the  project,  either  without  tne  project  Or  v.  i  tr.  ire  ; 

For  this  project,  target  years  selected  cans  i.  .  tu  :  ,  4.1  iir  ant  noirits  in 
project  construct  mn  -no  target  yea  re  selected  were  hi,  beginning  of 
construction:  lie  6,  e»u  .jf  the  first  levee  li:‘;  I  PC  I  ,  b-yecn  s  after- 
completion  of  the  first  lift  .'all  of  the  enclosed  am.  .in  ler  pumped 
drainage);  i'7%,  end  of  construction;  2006,  10- years  ..my  project 
completion;  2021 ,  2  0- years  a 4  ter  project  cor-  pic- lion;  204  f;,  o0- years 
after  project,  complet  'd  ,  and  2006,  !  00- years  a •  iv--  )ect  completion 
(end  of  project  i  i  *  e ; .  a  •,  a  resu !  t  of  -'any  1  ac  t,n  s  ,  '  which  subsidence 

and  saltwater  intr  us  ion  are  t  he  most  sign  i  t  leant,  hut: '  tots  '■  n  tne  project 
area  are  changing  -t  ■  :  rapi  :t  rate.  Accord i  nu iy .  ao  jes  at.  rich  target 
year  were  nd.ju  .  U'- .:  .sici  h.ibi  tat.  <.  ham;  os  ost : -sited  f  uata  generated 
by  FWS  personnel  at  tne  '.ut.una!  .cast. 1  >  -.us  /S'  -  "'is  dam  in  slide! 1. 

Louisiana.  T,.t.  adjc  .ted  nalifat  acreages  us  ••  ,  '•  iurcp.q  year  under 
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The  enclosed  forested  areas  would  also  be  drained  and  grazed  by  cattle, 
but  not  likely  cleared.  Because  the  baseline  HUV  of  forested  habitat 
was  largely  dependent  upon  the  surrounding  marsh,  which  will  be  leveed, 
pumped  dry  and  grazed  under  future  FWP  conditions,  the  HUV  of  forested 
habitat  was  projected  to  decrease  from  32.1  to  10.7  within  5-years  after 
completion  of  the  first  lift  (1991).  The  developed  habitat  type  is 
indicative  if  those  areas  devoted  to  residential,  commercial,  or  in¬ 
dustrial  development.  L)e‘'el opment  under  FWOP  conditions  is  expected  to 
occur  along  forested  ridges;  whereas,  under  FWP  conditions  development 
is  expected  to  occur  along  existing  agricultural  areas  which  provide 
easy  access  to  roads  arid  Bayou  Lafourche.  Like  levees,  the  developed 
areas  were  given  an  HUV  of  "0". 

For  each  project  feature,  the  change  in  HU ' s  during  the  project  life  is 
annualized,  or  expressed  on  an  average  annual  basis.  The  annualized 
change  (increase  or  decrease)  in  HU’s  under  FWP  conditions,  compared  to 
FWOP  conditions,  provides  a  quantitative  comparison  of  project  impacts, 
which  are  expected  to  result  from  each  project  feature.  An  increase  in 
HU 1 s  indicates  that  the  project  is  beneficial  to  wildlife;  a  decrease  in 
HU 1  s  indicates  that,  the  project  is  damaging  to  wildlife.  If  HU's  are 
projected  to  be  lost,  steps  must  be  taken  to  reduce  and/or  replace  those 
HIJ's.  Compensation  for  unavoidabl  project  damages  can,  in  this  case, 
be  accomplished  through  several  vehicles,  such  as  project  modification, 
preservation  of  habitat  that  would  otherwise  be  lost,  and/or  the  addition 
of  HU's  through  habitat,  improvements )  that  benefit  the  species  used  as 
evaluation  elements. 


RESULTS 

The  average  HUV  for  each  habitat  type  under  FWOP  and  FWP  conditions  is 
listed  in  Table  3.  It  was  decided  that  the  HUV  for  each  habitat  type 
would  remain  the  same  throughout  the  project  life.  Because  the  HUV's 
for  all  marsh  types  and  open  water  were  based  on  the  same  set  of  evaluation 
elements,  these  HUV's  were  assumed  to  be  equivalent.  Only  2  of  the  10 
evaluation  elements  used  for  marsh  and  open  water  habitats  were  changed 
for  the  forested  habitat,  and  both  marsh  and  forested  habitats  had 
identical  RIV's  of  1.0.  Therefore,  all  habitat  types  in  the  project 
area  were  considered  to  have  equivalent  HUV's. 

Fur  determining  impacts  associated  with  the  T b P ,  the  adjusted  habitat 
acreages  in  fable  2  were  multiplied  by  the  HUV  values  in  Table  3  to 
determine  un’s  for  each  of  the  target  years  for  the  FWOP  (presented  in 
Table  4,/.  I  he  project-related  habitat  losses  in  Table  2  were  used 
similarly  to  establish  changes  in  lib's  for  FWF  (presented  in  Table  4). 

As  illustrated  in  ,'able  4,  when  FWOP  conditions  are  compared  to  FWP 
conditions,  there  is  a  total  net  annualized  loss  of  39,413  HU's  with 
implementation  of  the  15P. 


e-g  1 


Table  3.  Habitat  unit  values  (HUV's)  for  baseline,  future  without-project  (FWOP), 
and  future  with-project  conditions  (FWP). 


HUV's _ 

FWP 


Habitat  type 

Basel i ne/FWOP 

Row  1 J 

enclosed  2/ 

Fresh/i  nterrnediate 
marsh 

60.25 

0.00 

7.50 

Brack i sh/sal i ne 
marsh 

43.00 

0.00 

7.50 

Open  water 

25.00 

0.00 

7.50 

Fores  ted 

32.10 

0.00 

10. 70 

Levee 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

Devel oped 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00  ' 

1/  Row  includes  areas 

in  the  levee  right  of  way. 

2!  Includes  those  areas  protected  by  the  levee  system  and  expected  to  be  included 
in  a  forced  drainage  system. 


Table  4.  Co-pa •  i van  or  future  wi thout-project  (HuiOP)  ana  future  with-project  (FWP)  habitat  units  for  the 
Tentatively  Selected  Plan. 


Because  levee  and  developed  habitat  types  have  an  HUV  of  "0",  no  comparison  of  HU's  was  made  under  future 
conditions  either  without  or  with  the  project. 


The  tremendous  HU  loss  associated  with  the  project  is  a  result  of  the 
annualized  loss  of  180  acres  of  fresh/ i ntennedia te  marsh,  601  acres  of 
brackish/sal ine  marsh,  2,300  acres  of  open  water,  and  a  significant  re¬ 
duction  in  the  wildlife  value  of  the  forested  habitat  in  the  project 
area  (Table  2).  Although  there  is  a  gain  in  forested  habitat  quantity 
under  FWP  conditions  it  must  be  remenbered  that  the  HUV  drops  from  32.1 
to  10.7  and  that  there  is  an  actual  loss  of  nearly  5,000  HIJ's  of  forested 
habitat. 


DISCUSSION 

The  HEP  analysis  indicates  that  completion  of  the  TSP,  including  the 
modified  COM,  LL&E,  and  Clovelly  Farms  alignments,  would  cause  the 
annualized  loss  of  nearly  2,800  acres  of  valuable  fish  and  wildlife 
habitat  and  nearly  90,000  HU's.  Most  of  this  loss  is  the  result  of 
enclosing  several  large  areas  of  marsh,  namely  Belle  Amie  (Section 
C),  Yankee  Canal  (Section  A  east),  and  the  somewhat  recently  identified 
marsh  adjacent  to  Section  F  south.  Enclosure  of  wetland  areas  and  the 
expected  conversion  of  marsh  to  habitats  of  greatly  reduced  wildlife 
value  account  lor  a  large  proportion  of  the  adverse  impacts  associated 
with  this  project. 

The  f-'WS  has  been  working  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers  on  the  Larose  to 
Soldon  Meaduw,  louisiana,  Hurricane  Protection  Project  for  a  number  of 
years.  In  letter  reports  dated  July  3,  1975,  January  9,  1976,  and 
August.  7,  1980,  the  Service  describe'1  fish  and  wildlife  resources  in  the 
project  area,  quantified  project  effects  on  these  resources,  and  recom¬ 
mended  methods  to  reduce  these  impacts.  Similar  recommendations  have 
also  been  made  at  a  number  of  meetings  attended  by  members  of  our  respective 
•tuffs.  More  specifically,  these  recommendations  have  included: 

1)  levee  realignment  in  the  Belle  Amie  (Section  C),  Yankee  Canal 
(Section  A  east),  and  Section  E  south  portions  of  the  project 
iri  an  effort  to  reduce  the  amount  of  marsh  enclosed  by  the 
levee  system, 

2)  removal  of  borrow  material  from  the  area  to  be  enclosed 
rather  than  from  the  flooded  side  of  the  proposed  levee 

system  in  an  effort  to  reduce  habitat  losses  due  to  construction; 
and 

3;  Installation  of  water  control  structures  that  would  remain 
open  dating  normal  water  periods  to  allow  frr  tidal  exchange 
through  the  levee  system  (thereby  preserving  the  integrity  of 
the  marsh; ,  but  that  would  be  closed  during  the  threat  of  a 
.hut  r  icane. 

fees  e  >■(;<  mimenda  t  ions  wore  intended  to  allow  protection  of  posting 
res  i  Jf’.t  ia  I  and  cummei  ciul  devrl  opments .  to  allow  additional  development 
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of  non-wetlands  where  feasible,  and  to  preserve  the  character  of  ex¬ 
isting  wetlands.  Some  of  these  recommendations  (i.e.  modification  of 
the  Section  A  east  levee  alignment  and  removal  of  some  borrow  material 
from  the  enclosed  side  of  the  levee)  were  accepted  and  will  certainly 
reduce  project-related  habitat  losses.  Nevertheless,  far  more  could  be 
done  to  further  reduce  project  impacts  and  minimize  fish  and  wildlife 
habitat  losses,  but  still  provide  the  same  degree  of  protection  to 
developed  areas.  Accordingly,  FWS  requests  that  the  Corps  adopt  and 
implement  these  recommendations  in  their  entirety.  Should  the  Corps 
elect  not  to  expand  implementation  of  these  recommendations,  we  request 
that  the  89,413  HU's  to  be  lost  with  construction  of  the  TSP  be  replaced. 
This  could  be  accomplished  through  either  preservation  of  marsh  habitat 
that  would  otherwise  be  lost  without  the  project,  managanent  of  existing 
publicly-owned  marsh  to  increase  its  value  to  fish  and  wildlife,  or  a 
combination  of  these  techniques.  The  FWS  further  requests  that  no 
additional  project  construction  take  place  until  a  mitigation  plan  is 
developed  and  accepted  by  all  involved  federal  and  local  agencies  and, 
further,  that  implementation  of  mitigation  features  occur  simultaneously 
with  construction  of  other  project  features. 

In  the  past.  Corps  of  Engineers  an^  FWS  personnel  have  examined  several 
alternative  mi t i gat i ve  measures.  The  most  promising  of  these  involved 
the  closure  of  gaps  in  specific  spoil  banks  and  the  release  of  fresh 
water  into  the  rapidly  degrading  marshes  of  the  nearby,  state-owned 
r'ointe  au  Chien  Wildlife  Management  Area.  The  Louisiana  Department  of 
Wildlife  and  Fisheries  has  indicated  strong  interest  in  these  measures. 
Another  mitigative  measure  discussed  more  recently  is  the  preservation 
and  management  of  the  fresh/intermediate  marsh  immediately  west  of  and 
adjacent  to  the  Section  E  south  levee  segment  (Plate  1).  Preliminary 
estimates  show  that  preservation  of  this  marsh,  via  the  purchase  of  real 
estate  easements  that  prevent  development  and  the  installation  of  flap 
gat^s  that  allow  for  minimal  water  management,  would  totally  mitigate 
for  project  losses  to  fish  and  wildlife.  Providing  public  access  to 
this  area  would  also  be  strongly  recommended  to  help  offset  recreational 
losses,  associated  with  habitat  losses,  that  are  also  anticipated  with 
implementation  of  this  project. 

FWS  personnel  are  looking  forward  to  working  with  Corps  personnel  toward 
the  development  of  an  acceptable  mitigation  plan.  The  Louisiana  Department 
of  Wildlife  and  Fisheries  has  reviewed  this  report  and  a  copy  of  their 
letter  of  concurrence  is  attached.  Should  you  have  any  questions  regarding 
this  report,  please  contact  Robert  Strader  of  this  office. 


Sincerely  yours. 


Acting  Field  Supervisor 


-1 1- 
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504/342-5864 
March  5 ,  1982 


Mr.  David  Soileau 
US  FWS 

P.0.  Box  4305 
Lafayette,  La.  70502 


Dear  Mr.  Soileau: 


RE:  Larose  to  Golden  Meadow,  La.  Hurricane 

protection  project  -  HEP  Report 


Personnel  of  the  Department  of  Wildlife  and  Fisheries  have  reviewed  the 
above  referenced  document  and  we  concur  i rt  its  conclusions  and  recommendations. 

Sincere  1 y , 


Jesse  J.  Guidry 
Secret  arv 


J.JG :  MBW :  >  >d 
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Milt  t  — 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

i  i'il  I  /'•  Nl  )  W ! I  I  K  If  i .  ‘>1  i<VI(  I 


June  30,  1982 


District  Engineer 

U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

P.0.  Box  60267 

New  Orleans,  Louisiana  70160 
Dear  Sir: 

Reference  is  made  to  the  authorized  Larose  to  Golden  Meadow,  Louisiana, 
Hurricane  Protection  Project.  In  order  to  assist  your  staff  in  the 
development  of  a  draft  supplement  to  the  environmental  impact  statement 
( E  j  S )  and  mitigation  report  for  that  project,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  (FWS)  provided  the  results  of  our  Habitat  Evaluation  Procedures 
(HIP)  to  you  in  our  March  26,  1982,  report.  Subsequent  to  review  of 
that  report  by  your  Environmental  Section,  an  informal  meeting  between 
members  of  our  respective  staffs  was  held,  and  several  possible  dis¬ 
crepancies  in  the  information  provided  in  our  HEP  report  were  called  to 
our'  attention.  In  addition,  another  alternative  has  been  more  seriously 
considered  by  v our  staff.  By  virtue  of  this  letter  officially  addressing 
each  apparent  discrepancy  and  the  additional  alternative,  we  are  supplement¬ 
ing  our  March  2b,  1982,  report  and  request  that  you  make  the  appropriate 
additions  and  deletions  thereto. 

Possible  discrepancies  in  our  report  include: 

1)  the  assignment  of  a  habitat,  unit  value  (HUV)  of  "0"  to  levees; 

2)  the  projected  decrease  in  the  HUV  of  forested  habitat  from 
.'•2.1  to  10.7  within  5  years  after  completion  of  the  first 

1  if  t; 

8)  the  K.i  assumption  that  the  HUV  for  each  habitat  type  will 
remain  tie  same  throughout  the  project  life,  despite  the 
above-r  lftd  decrease  in  the  HtJV  of  forested  habitat;  and 

4)  the  ability  to  implement  and  totally  mitigate  for  all  project 
damages  by  preventing  development  and  managing  water  levels  in 
the  iisjr.h  immediately  west  of  the  .Sect ion  F  south  levee  segment 
of  the  tentatively  selected  plan  (ILF). 


;  -  lc- 


In  our  original  report,  levee  habitat  was  given  an  HUV  of  "0";  whereas, 
pasture  was  given  an  HUV  of  7.5.  Your  staff  has  pointed  out  that  levee 
and  pasture  would  likely  have  the  same  HUV.  We  agree  with  this  rationale 
and  have  raised  the  HUV  of  levee  habitat  to  7.5.  The  1,247  acres  of 
levee  created  by  implementation  of  the  TSP  will,  therefore,  contribute 
an  additional  8,927  habitat  units  (HU's)  annually  under  future  with- 
project  (FWP)  conditions.  With  this  contribution,  the  net  annualized 
loss  of  HU's  will  be  reduced  from  89,413  to  80,486  when  future  without- 
project  (FWOP)  conditions  are  compared  to  FWP  conditions  for  the  TSP 
al ignment. 

We  have  reviewed  the  rationale  used  by  the  HEP  team  to  project  a  decrease 
in  the  HUV  of  forested  habitat  that  is  enclosed  by  the  levees  from  32.1 
to  10.7  within  5  years  after  completion  of  the  first  levee  lift.  The 
forested  habitat  in  the  project  area  is  currently  of  low  value  to  wildlife 
species.  Dominant  vegetation  includes  live  oak,  bald  cypress,  sweetgum, 
red  maple,  sugarberry,  and  palmetto.  The  wildlife  value  of  the  forested 
areas  is  limiti  1  by  the  low  value  of  the  dominant  vegetation  and  further 
reduced  by  cattle  that  currently  graze  most  of  the  forested  area  and 
compete  with  forest-dwelling  species  for  food.  The  principal  use  of 
this  area  is  by  individuals  seeking  escape,  resting,  and  nesting  cover; 
however,  those  individuals  use  the  adjacent  marshes  as  their  primary 
feeding  area.  During  the  field  portion  of  the  HEP  analysis,  the  interagency 
team  discussed  the  value  of  the  forested  habitat  and  based  its  rating  of 
32.1  on  the  fact  that,  in  general,  there  was  moderate  to  high  quality 
marsh  adjacent  to  the  forested  areas.  Jnder  FWP  conditions,  it  was 
assumed  that  both  the  forested  habitat  and  adjacent  marshes  would  be 
drained  and  grazed  within  5  years  after  completion  of  first  levee  lift. 
Therefore,  as  adjacent  marshes  are  converted  to  pasture,  a  significant 
decrease  in  the  value  of  forested  habitats  could  be  anticipated  under 
FWP  conditions.  In  a  telephone  conversation  on  February  25,  1982,  the 
HEP  team  agreed  that  a  HUV  of  10.7  for  forested  habitat  under  FWP  conditions 
would  be  acceptable.  Thus,  the  Service  maintains  its  position  regarding 
the  deci eased  HUV  of  forested  habitat  in  the  project  area  from  32.1  to 
10.7  under  FWP  conditions. 

Obviously,  the  statement  in  the  first  paragraph  of  the  "RESULTS"  sectiun 
of  our  March  26  report  in  which  we  stated,  "It  was  decided  that  the  HUV 
for  each  habitat  type  would  remain  the  same  throughout  the  project 
life,"  is  not  correct.  This  should  be  changed  to  read:  "It  was  decided 
that  the  HUV  of  all  habitat  types,  except  forested  habitat,  will  remain 
the  same  throughout  the  project  life.  Forested  habitat,  as  previously 
discussed,  will  decrease  from  32.1  to  10.7  within  5  years  alter  com¬ 
pletion  of  the  first  levee  lift  under  FWP  conditions." 

A  potential  alternative  to  mitigate  for  project  damages  to  productive 
wetlands  was  briefly  discussed  in  our  HEP  report.  This  alternative 
involved  the  purchase  of  easements  and  installation  of  structures  to 
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Table  1.  A  comparison  of  expected  acreage  losses,  by  habitat  type,  associated 
with  completion  of  the  tentatively  selected  plan  (TSP)  and  Plan  5  for 
the  Larose  to  Golden  Meadow,  Louisiana,  Hurricane  Protection  Project. 


Acres  to  be  impacted  1 / 

Habitat  Type 

T5F 

Plan  5 

Di fference 

F  res  h/ i ntermed i ate 
marsh 

360/723 

265/137 

-95/- 586 

Brackish/sal  ine 
marsh 

282/554 

282/554 

0/0 

Open  water 

351/1124 

358/773 

+7/-351 

Forested 

254/744 

307/358 

+53/ -386 

Total 

1247/3145 

1212/1822 

-35/-1323 

1 J  Area  impacted  by  the  project  is  listed  as  acres  lost  to  levee  construction/ 

acres  enclosed  by  levee  and  based  on  1975  adjusted  acreages. 


TSP  but  not  affected  by  Plan  5  was  included  in  the  analysis,  but  no 
impacts  to  that  area  were  attributed  to  this  plan.  That  area  has, 
however,  been  undergoing  habitat  changes  due  primarily  to  subsidence, 
and,  as  water  in  the  neighboring  marshes  and  water  bodies  becomes  more 
saline,  saltwater  intrusion  is  also  expected  to  play  an  important  role 
in  future  habitat  changes.  Therefore,  habitat  acreages  were  adjusted 
accordingly.  A  comparison  of  annualized  habitat  acreages  under  FWOP  and 
FWP  conditions  is  presented  in  Table  2. 

For  determining  impacts  associated  with  Plan  5,  the  habitat  acreages 
presented  in  Table  2  were  multiplied  by  the  appropriate  HUV  for  each  of 
the  target  years  for  both  FWOP  and  FWP  conditions  (Table  3).  The  com¬ 
parison  of  these  two  future  conditions  illustrates  the  total  net 
annualized  loss  of  56,326  HU's  associated  with  implementation  of  this 
plan.  Using  the  same  comparison  to  measure  impacts  associated  with  the 
TSP,  it  wa'-  determined  that  there  would  be  a  net  annualized  loss  of 
80,486  HU's. 

Completion  of  the  hurricane  protection  project  using  the  Plan  5  levee 
alignment  as  opposed  to  the  TSP  alignment  would  reduce  project  impacts 
by  over  24,000  HU's  annually.  Further  comparison  of  the  two  plans 
indicates  that  implementation  of  Plan  5  would  reduce  the  loss  of  valuable 
fish  and  wildlife  habitat  (i.e.  fresh/ intermediate  marsh,  brackish/saline 
marsh,  open  water,  and  forested  habitats)  by  about  700  acres  annually. 

Based  on  these  comparisons,  the  Service  urges  the  Corps  to  adopt  Plan  5 
as  the  selected  plan  and  to  incorporate  other  recommendations,  which 
were  suggested  in  previous  reports,  into  the  selected  plan  in  an  effort 
to  further  reduce  project  impacts.  Although  the  Service  would  favor  the 
adoption  of  Plan  5  as  the  selected  plan,  we  consider  the  loss  of  over 
56,300  HU's  to  be  significant  and  request  that  full  mitigation  for  these 
losses  be  provided,  should  this  plan  be  selected. 

As  stated  previously,  FWS  personnel  are  presently  working  closely  with 
Corps  personnel  in  the  development  of  an  acceptable  mitigation  plan  that 
will  compensate  for  the  HU's  lost  due  to  construction  of  the  hurricane 
protection  levee,  regardless  of  the  plan  selected.  Should  you  have  any 
questions  regarding  this  supplemental  report,  please  contact  Robert 
Strader  of  this  office. 

Sincerely, 

Mh'tf/  h' 

David  W.  Fruge 

Acting  Field  Supervisor 

cc:  EPA,  Dallas,  Texas 

NMFS,  Galveston,  Texas 

La.  Dept,  of  Wildlife  and  Fisheries,  Baton  Rouge,  Louisiana 
Area  Office,  FWS,  Jackson,  Mississippi 
Regional  Office,  FWS,  Atlanta,  Georgia 
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Table  2.  Comparison  of  future  without- project  (FWOP)  and  future  wlth-project  (FWP)  habitat  acreage  for  Plan 


Table  3.  Comparison  of  future  without-project  (FWOP)  and  future  with-project  (FWP)  habitat  units 
for  Plan  5. 
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Because  developed  habitat  has  a  habitat  unit  value  (HUV)  of  "0",  no  comparison  of  HU's  was  made  under 
future  conditions  either  without-  or  with-project. 


February  24,  1932 


District  Engineer 

U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

P.0.  Box  60267 

Hew  Orleans,  Louisiana  701  CO 
Dear  Sir: 


Reference  Is  made  to  the  Larosc  to  Golden  Meadow,  Louisiana,  Hurricane 
Protection  Project.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Is  assisting  your 
staff  In  the  development  of  a  mitigation  plan  and  supplemental  en¬ 
vironmental  impact  statement  (EIS)  for  tfiat  project.  As  part  of 
this  cooperative  effort,  your  Recreation  Planning  Section  has  requested 
that  we  develop  estimates  of  sport  hunting  potential  (man-days)  for 
the  various  habitat  types  within  the  study  area.  This  letter,  which 
Is  provided  on  a  planning  aid  basis,  provides  the  requested  estimates 
of  sport  hunting  potential  and  a  synopsis  of  the  methodology  used  In 
the  development  of  those  values. 


Potential  sport  hunting  (man-day)  values  per  acre  of  habitat  were 
computed  using  the  following  equations: 

Population  Maximum  sustain-  Harvestable 

density  X  able  annual  ■  population 

(animals/acre)  harvest  rate  (animals/acre) 


Harvestable  X  Hunter  success 
population  rate  (nan-days 

effort/animal 

harvested) 


Potential  number  of 
man-days  of  sport  hunting 
per  acre  annually 


The  species  and  man-day  values  used  for  this  project  are  presented,  by 
habitat  type,  In  Table  1.  A  discussion  of  data  used  In  obtaining  these 
values  follows  that  table. 


Table  1.  Potential  sport  hunting  (man-day)  value  per  acre  for  selected 
game  species  and  habitats  within  the  study  area. 


Species 

Fresh/Inter¬ 

mediate 

marsh 

Brackish/ 

saline 

marsh 

Bottom¬ 

land 

hardwoods 

Wooded 

swamp 

Pasture 

Deer 

0.250 

Pen. 

0.130 

0.130 

‘Jor , 

Rabbit 

0.176 

0.10 

0.176 

0.17i 

0.170 

Squirrel 

M/A 

N/A 

0.161 

0.161 

M/A 

Waterfowl 

0.488 

0. 383 

o.oio 

0.053 

ilcc . 

Harsh  birds 

0.254 

0.261 

Deg. 

flea. 

Men . 

Deer  hunting  -  The  value  used  for  deer  population  density  In  fresh/intermediate 
marsh  was  l"deer  per  35-acres.  This  value  was  taken  from  Gossellnk  et  al .  (1979) 
and  Joanen  et  al.  (1981).  The  deer  population  density  used  for  poor  quality 
bottomland  hardwoods  (BLH),  such  as  those  found  In  the  project  area,  and  wooded 
swamp(US)  was  1  deer  per  60-acres  (U.S.  Amy  Corps  of  Fnglneers,  New  Orleans 
District  097 2/  and  the  1975  wildlife  surveys  for  Lafourche  Parish  conducted 
by  the  Louisiana  Department  of  Wildlife  and  Fisheries  (L.DWd  ).  The  commonly 
accepted,  maximum  sustainable  annual  harvest  rate  Is  33  percent.  The  hunter 
success  rate  (l.e.,  average  number  of  days  of  hurting  to  kill  1  deer)  used  in 
this  analysis  was  26.6  for  fresh/ Intermediate  marsh  and  23.7  for  PLH  and  WS 
habitats.  These  values  were  taken  from  the  LDWF  1980-81  deer  kill  survey. 

Deer  populations  1r.  brackish/ saline  marsh  end  pasture  are  negligible. 

Rabbit  Hunting  -  Population  density  values  for  rabbits  were  1  rabbit  per  2- 
acres  in  Fresh/Intermediate  marsh,  RLH,  WS,  and  pasture  habitats,  and  1 
rabbit  per  2.5-acres  in  brackish/ saline  marsh.  These  values  were  attained 
from  the  1975  LDWF  Lafourche  Parish  wildlife  population  survey.  A  sustained 
annual  harvest  rate  of  60  percent  Is  commonly  accepted  by  wildlife  biologists 
and  was  used  for  these  estimates.  A  hunter  success  rate  of  0.586,  derived 
from  the  LDWF  1977-78  small  game  survey,  was  used  for  all  habitat  types. 

Squirrel  Hunting  -  Man-day  use  figures  for  squirrels  were  only  determined 
for  BLH  and  WS  Habitats.  A  population  density  of  1  squirrel  per  2-acres  was 
used  for  both  habitat  types.  This  figure,  which  Is  a  low  estimate  of  potential 
squirrel  populations.  Is  thouqht  to  be  realistic  for  the  poor  ouallty  habitat 
that  presently  exists  In  the  project  area.  A  commonly  accepted,  sustained 
annual  harvest  rate  of  60  percent  was  used.  A  hunter  success  rate  of  0.537 
was  taken  from  the  LDWF  1977-78  small  game  survey  and  used  for  the  project 
area. 
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Waterfowl  Hunting  -  Mar-day  values  for  migratory  watorfov'-  hurting  in  fro-  ', 
and  intermediate  marsh  habitat  were  based  on  records  for  tblic  waterfowl 
hunting  on  Lacassint  and  Sabine  National  Wildlife  Refuses  luring  the  1 97fi- 79 
hunting  season.  Values  of  0.4FW*  nan-days  per  acre  for  f:  *  sh  marsh  and  0 . C."'  1 
man-d;.ys  per  acre  for  Intermediate  marsh  were  averaged  to  establish  the 
0.4dtl  man-day  per  acre  value  used  for  fresh/ interned  late  i  irsh.  Iho  r.  in-day 
value  for  brackish/sal Ine  marsh  was  taken  from  the  U.S.  F.sh  and  Wildlife 
Service  Table  A-3  (1980).  Fur  BL1I,  a  population  density  of  1  duck  per 
lOaacres,  a  sustained  annual  harvest  rate  of  40  percent,  end  a  hunter 
success  rate  of  0.4  were  used.  These  figures  were  taken  from  U.S.  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  (1930)  and  Kennedy  (1977). 

Marsh  Bird  Hunting  -  This  included  other  game  uirds,  Including  coots,  rails, 
and  snipe,  that  are  commonly  found  In  the  marsh.  Man-day  values  for  these 
species  for  all  marsh  habitat  were  taken  front  Table  27  of  the  U.F.  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  (1974).  These  values  were  averaged  to  obtain  the  man -gay 
values  for  fresh/ Inlorreci ate  t  irsh  and  brackish/saline  marsh  habitat  tvros. 
Populations,  and  therefore,  man-day  us-^ge  of  these  specie r-  ir.  ILH,  WS,  and 
pasture  Is  negligible. 

If  you  have  any  gucstl'-ns  rc-vu'ding  tb<-  above  estimates  a-d/o>-  rationale, 
please  contact  Robert  '‘•trade**  with  this  office. 


Sincere! • , 


•  Vivid  M.  Soileau 
/•ctii.n  Field  Supervisor 
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Appendix  G 


July  1,  1981 

IN  REPLY  RFFFR  TC: 
Log  no.  4-3-81-147 

Mr.  James  F.  Roy 

Chief,  Planning  Division 

Department  of  the  Army 

New  Orleans  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 

LMNPD-PX 

P.0.  Pox  60Z67 

New  Orleans,  Louisiana  70160 
Dear  Mr.  Roy: 

This  refers  to  your  letter  of  June  9,  1981,  In  which  you  requested 
endangered  species  information  for  the  area  of  the  Larose  to  Golden 
Meadow  Hurricane  Protection  Project  located  in  Lafourche  Parish, 
Louisiana. 

Our  data  indicate  that  there  are  no  endangered,  threatened.,  or  pro¬ 
posed  species  likely  to  reside  in  the  project  area,  and  there  is 
no  designated  Critical  Habitat  in  the  vicinity  of  this  project. 
Therefore,  r,o  further  endangered  species  coordination  will  he  re¬ 
quired  for  this  orcioct,  as  described.  If  you  anticipate  ary 
chances  in  r reject  location  cr  activities,  however,  please  con¬ 
tact  our  office  for  further  coordination. 

If  you  have  any  oues  ions  concerning  this  project,  please  contact 
Fred  Barley  of  our  staff,  telephone  number  601/960-4912  or  FTS 
490-491/. 

We  appreciate  your  participation  in  the  effort  to  ensure  the  sur¬ 
vival  of  endangered  species. 

Sincerely, 

i  .  '  ’  •  f  1-  - 

r.?rv  '  .  -a' 

t  r  t.~ 

'  ;  ,r  "■ .  r  '  /c  '  • 

I  ■' 

,  v  i  u  *  i  «  ui.  • 

*  cf  :  .ifo  f  r ir.'K-rics 

C  ?  :  • 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 

NEW  ORLEANS  DISTRICT  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 
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F, io  ,Ny 
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_E_Q  BOX  80287 
NSW  ORLEANS  LOUISIANA 


9  June  1981 


I  Findings _ 

Mr.  Gary  Hickman  |  MH 

Area  Manager  I  -  -  - - 

US  Department  of  Tin1 1  Im 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

200  East  Pascagoula  St.,  Suite  300 

Jackson,  MS  39201 


J'JN  10  1981 

'  L—  Mm  OTW 


Dear  Mr.  Hickman: 

In  compliance  with  Section  7(c)  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act 
Amendments  of  1978,  we  are  requesting  information  concerning  the 
threatened  and/or  endangered  species  associated  with  the  project, 
Larose  to  Golden  Meadow,  Louisiana,  Hurricane  Protection,  located 
in  Lafourche  Parish  in  southeast  Louisiana  (Inclosure  1). 

Plans  for  the  project  include  the  construct^  i  of  a  floodgate  on 
Bayou  Lafourche  south  of  Golden  Meadow,  construction  of  the  portions 
of  the  levee  remaining  to  be  built  on  the  west  and  east  side  of  the 
bayou,  and  proposed  construction  along  alinemonts  around  Clovelly 
Farms  and  the  Louisiana  Lands  and  Exploration  area  (shown  in  blue. 
Inclosure  2). 

The  project  area  is  primarily  drained  wetlands  surrounded  by  inter¬ 
mediate  and  brackish  marsh,  cypress-tupelogum  swamp,  and  some 
natural  ridge  forest. 

Please  provide  us  with  a  list  of  endangered  and  threatened  species 
and  species  proposed  for  listing  which  may  occur  in  the  project 


Sincerely , 


2  Inr  1  osurt-s 
As  stated 


iA.v.LS  F.  hoi 

iif,  !'  1  ann  in,  i  vi  si. 
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